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Abstract
This study’s purpose was to investigate the importance of mentoring
functions and behaviors for lifelong career development as perceived by
protégés. The population included individuals in middle to late adulthood (age 40
years and older) who reported they had been a protégé in at least one mentoring
association perceived as beneficial to their lifelong career development; and
were either employed or had been employed as a middle manager, senior
manager, C-level executive, business owner, or member of a profession. The
sample was obtained using a chain-sample method; 67 Ambassadors completed
an online survey and each invited 10 contacts to complete the survey. The final
number of respondents was 503; of these, 456 reported being a protégé.
Data were collected using the Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring
Behaviors (PWMB) scale, a modification of Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions
Scale. The online survey included the PWMB scale items plus questions
designed to engage the respondent’s autobiographical memory and questions
regarding respondent and mentoring association characteristics. The PWMB
scale included seven new items, posited by the expert panel, enhancing the
teaching aspect of mentoring. Confirmatory factor analyses were conducted
comparing four tenable models for the PWMB scale. The 8-factor model, which
was essentially the protégé’s view of Kram’s (1985) mentoring functions model

x

and included the seven newly developed items, exhibited the best fit of the four
possible models.
Results indicated that protégés perceived three factors from the
Psychosocial category (Role Model, Acceptance-and-Confirmation, and
Relationship Fundamentals) as most important to their lifelong career
development. Effective Development Opportunities was perceived as the most
important factor from the Career category. Professional Issue Counseling from
the Psychosocial category was perceived as the least important factor.
Significant differences were found for five of six independent variables
(protégé gender, mentor gender, dyad, protégé’s mentor group, and birth
decade) at the item level and for four of six independent variables (protégé
gender, dyad, protégé’s mentor group, and decade of birth) at the factor level.
Implications included designing mentoring programs that provide opportunities
for mentors and protégés to develop relationships rather than directly assigning
protégés to mentors.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
In the world beyond the classroom, a key differentiator between the
successful and less successful is the presence of robust mentoring relationships
(Barnett, 2008; Collins & Scott, 1978; Heimann & Pittenger, 1996; Kram, 1985;
Tolar, 2012). Well-documented are the rewards and the risks of functional and
dysfunctional mentoring relationships (Kram, 1983; Kram, 1985; Scandura, 1998;
Shore, Toyokawa, & Anderson, 2008), and this importance to success has fueled
four decades of research on mentoring. From this, one might conclude that
mentoring, its dynamics, and the effectiveness of mentoring functions and the
behaviors that comprise those functions are well-understood and documented.
In fact, mentoring research continues full force, conducted by academic groups,
corporations, and government agencies because, while the value of mentoring is
well-accepted, the mechanics of effective mentoring remain elusive (Allen, Eby,
Poteet, Lentz, & Lima, 2004; Bell-Ellison & Dedrick, 2008; Chun, Sosik, & Yun,
2012; Colky & Young, 2006; Lentz, 2007).
In a broad sense, a “mentor” is a wise guide who supports the success of
one less experienced (Kram, 1983; Levinson, 1978). Mentoring research exists
across three general context areas: (a) youth-centered, (b) academic mentoring,
and (c) workplace/career advancement (O’Brien, Biga, Kessler, & Allen, 2010).
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Workplace mentoring, which was the focus of this study, takes place between a
worker with greater experience and/or rank and a worker with lesser experience
and/or rank (O’Brien et al., 2010). The purpose of workplace mentoring is to
increase the capability and contribution of the protégé, which in turn leads to
career success, often realized in the form of promotion or increased
compensation (Allen et al., 2004; Fagenson, 1989; Tharenou, 2005; Tolar, 2012).
A second purpose of workplace mentoring is job satisfaction which is thought to
lead to increased worker retention and engagement (Allen et al., 2004; Eby,
Allen, Evans, Ng, & DuBois, 2008).
According to Kram (1985), mentoring relationships exhibit unique
characteristics, termed mentoring functions, which differentiate mentoring
relationships from other work relationships. When considering mentoring
functions, in terms of purpose and the behaviors which comprise the functions,
two categories are apparent: psychosocial and career. The purpose of the
psychosocial category is to “affect each individual on a personal level by building
self-worth both inside and outside the organization” (Kram, 1985, p. 23). Kram
identified four mentoring functions within this category: role modeling,
acceptance-and-confirmation, counseling, and friendship. The purpose of the
career category is to “aid advancement up the hierarchy of an organization”
(Kram, 1985, p. 22). Five mentoring functions were identified within the career
category: sponsorship, exposure-and-visibility, coaching, protection, and
challenging assignments. Kram’s theory remains a central frame through which

2

workplace mentoring purpose, functions, and behaviors are examined (Chun et
al., 2012; Noe, 1988; O’Brien et al., 2010; Tolar, 2012).
Mentoring function investigations aim to shed light on what mentors
actually do, that is, to learn about the discrete behaviors of the mentor, and the
outcomes related to mentoring functions and/or the two categories of mentoring
functions (Cohen, 1993; Kram, 1983; Kram, 1985; Levinson, 1978; Noe, 1988).
To measure mentoring quality behaviorally and quantitatively, Noe (1988)
developed the Mentoring Functions Scale for the Protégé. The purpose of this
29-item Likert-type scale was to assess a mentoring relationship at a functional
level from the protégé’s perspective. The items were developed to align with
Kram’s (1985) mentoring functions frame. An adapted version of Noe’s (1988)
Mentoring Functions Scale was developed and administered in this research
study. Items were modified to (a) fit the corporate context, (b) measure
“importance” of the functions rather than “extent,” and (c) to reflect the
retrospective nature of the study. The standards set forth by the Joint Committee
on Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing of the American
Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, and
National Council on Measurement in Education (1999) state that when an
instrument is adapted, the psychometric properties should be fully examined.
Therefore, the adapted instrument, the Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring
Behaviors (PWMB) scale, was developed and analyzed in accordance with
current standards.
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Researchers have asserted that what protégés say they want in a
mentoring relationship and their satisfaction with the outcomes achieved through
that relationship may not align (Daloz, 1999; Ensher & Murphy, 2011; Rose,
2003). Numerous researchers including Tolar (2012), Chao (1997), Daloz
(1999), Kram (1983), Levinson (1978), and Levinson (1996) demonstrated that
protégé needs and perspectives change during and beyond the mentoring
relationship as the protégé undergoes normal adult development, experiences
new life challenges, and takes on new roles. Kram (1985) asserted that the
lessons learned from mentors were applied over time and throughout an
individual’s professional life, not necessarily in the moment. Mentoring benefits
are harvested beyond the life of a mentoring relationship; in short, time matters
(Bridges, 2009; Daloz, 1999; Levinson, 1978; Levinson, 1996).
Understanding the contribution of mentoring functions and behaviors to
lifelong career development demands participants tap into their long-term
memories and personal narratives about their mentoring experiences. This type
of memory has been termed autobiographical memory. Neisser (1986) defined
autobiographical memory as the remembrance of events that were experienced
personally. Belli (1998) identified three types of autobiographical memories:
extended events, summarized events, and specific events.
Respondents in this proposed study relied primarily upon the
autobiographical memory-type termed summarized events. Linton (1982)
described summarized events as a semantic memory that forms through the
repetition of similar events. The details may fade and are aggregated or nested
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within a summary of that event, sometimes termed a generic memory (Addis,
Knapp, Roberts, & Schacter, 2012). Researchers contend that memory details
are archived and can be retrieved by allowing the respondents time for retrieval,
opportunity to consider landmarks, transition points and goals attained related to
the areas of interest (Addis et al., 2012; Belli, 1998; Caspi, Moffitt, Thornton,
Freedman, Amell, Harrington, Smeijers, & Silva, 1996; Fivush, 2011; Freedman,
Thornton, Camburn, Alwin, & Young-DeMarco, 1988; Kemp, Burt, & Malinen,
2009; Rubin, 2006; Tourangeau, 2000).
The autobiographical nature of memory allows the individual over the
course of a lifetime to form meaningful perceptions. Fivush (2011), whose area
of interest is the development of autobiographical memory as a part of the
lifelong human development process, argued that the process of making sense
out of the world, encoding that which is deemed important to self, filtering out
other data, and attaching value according to personal experience is not a fault of
the memory process but a vital characteristic of it. The protégé perceptions of
the importance of mentoring behaviors are shaped over time. They are the
product of the autobiographical memory process; these perceptions were the
focus of this study.
Statement of the Problem
While the short-term and long-term risks and rewards of mentoring have
been investigated in multiple contexts, the perceived importance of mentoring
functions and the behaviors that comprise those functions have been
investigated primarily in the short-term. As a result, little is known about the
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importance of mentoring functions and behaviors to lifelong career development
as perceived by former protégés in middle to late adulthood.
Statement of the Purpose
The interest in and popularity of mentoring programs as a career resource
for employees is increasing (O’Brien et al., 2010); however, given the limited
evidence about which mentoring functions and behaviors make a real difference
for protégés over time, mentoring programs are built and mentors act based on
their presumptions of what will bring value to the protégé (Chun et al., 2012;
Tharenou, 2005). Investigating mentoring over time, rather than as a snapshot,
will add to the mentoring literature and is essential to understanding the product
of mentoring and its functions (Daloz, 1999; Levinson, 1978; Levinson, 1996;
Tharenou, 2005). Daloz (1999) contended that the central purpose of mentoring
is not transactional or short-term, and the potency of specific mentoring functions
and behaviors cannot be measured in the moment or over the short-term.
Further the individual experience of learning, development, and transition is often
disconcerting and even unpleasant as it is occurring (King, 2003, Mezirow &
Associates, 2000); hence, the individual may not value the growth and
opportunities afforded by that growth until some time has passed (Bridges, 2009;
Daloz, 1999). Allen et al. (2004) argued that to isolate mentoring as a cause of
career advancement demands that the mentoring precede the advancement in
time and noted that few studies have used designs which provide a window into
the potency of mentoring over time. Tharenou (2005) asserted that to
understand the connection between outcomes and mentoring functions, the
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mentoring must precede the outcomes; she concluded that mentoring studies
must, in some way, integrate time effects into the research design. Chun et al.
(2012) argued that to clarify the relationship of mentoring functions and their
outcomes for mentors and/or protégés, time element must be considered.
The purpose of this study was to investigate the importance of mentoring
functions and behaviors to lifelong career development as perceived by former
protégés in middle to late adulthood.
Research Questions
The specific research questions that were examined to achieve the
purposes of the study are as follows:
1. What are the validity and reliability estimates of the scores from the
Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB) scale?
2. Which mentoring functions and behaviors, as measured by the PWMB scale,
are perceived to be important to lifelong career development by former
protégés who are in the middle to late adulthood?
3. Do these perceptions differ by former protégé gender?
4. Do these perceptions differ by mentor gender?
5. Do these perceptions differ by the gender distribution of all individuals who
have mentored the former protégé?
6. Do these perceptions differ by former protégé age?
7. Do these perceptions differ by former protégés’ experience as a mentor to
others?
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Significance of the Study
According to researchers (Daloz, 1999; Levinson, 1978; Levinson, 1996;
Tharenou, 2005), protégés or mentors engaged in the day-to-day reality of
mentoring are not in a position to define the characteristics of effective mentoring
for several reasons. First, effective mentoring is often uncomfortable in the
moment for one or both of the participants (Daloz, 1999; Kram, 1985). Next,
protégé needs and perspectives adjust as the protégé encounters new
challenges, takes on new roles, and undergoes normal adult development
(Bridges, 2009; Chao, 1997; King, 2003; Mezirow & Associates, 2000; Tolar,
2012). Further, many products of mentoring require the passage of time
(Bridges, 2009; Daloz, 1999; Kram, 1985; Levinson, 1978; Levinson, 1996).
Consequently, a protégé’s evaluation of important mentoring functions and
behaviors while the mentoring relationship is in-progress may not align with the
protégé’s satisfaction with the mentoring outcomes over time (Daloz, 1999;
Ensher & Murphy, 2011; Rose, 2003).
Despite the cumulative and progressive nature of mentoring, most
investigations into mentoring focus on current and/or recent mentoring
relationships and what is perceived to happen within those current relationships.
Though the goals of mentoring are both short-term and long-term (Daloz, 1999;
Kram, 1983; Levinson, 1978), many studies explicitly exclude individuals who are
retired or who have not been engaged within a recent mentoring relationship.
For these reasons, an understanding of the discrete mentoring functions and
behaviors that actually make an enduring and positive difference to lifelong
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career development remains a topic of investigation (Chun et al., 2012; O’Brien
et al., 2010; Tharenou, 2005; Tolar, 2012; Wilson, 2006). This study contributes
a unique perspective to the body of work around effective mentoring relationships
in that it provides a quantitative picture of the perceived role of mentoring
functions and behaviors in lifelong career development, after time has passed,
and the mentoring functions and behaviors have had time to produce results.
Delimitations
The major delimitations to this study are listed below.
1. This study examined mentoring in the workplace context only. Therefore,
generalizability is restricted to the workplace context and its culture.
2. While the sample of this study was global, that is the respondents were
located globally, it was restricted to English-speaking individuals.
Generalizability is thereby restricted.
3. This study relied on the perspective of the protégé only. It is possible that
mentors and others involved in the protégés’ career development would have
reported a different perspective. Those perspectives were beyond the scope
of this investigation.
4. The population in this study included individuals who were mid-to-high level
leaders or were professionals and, therefore, had attained a measure of
professional success. It is possible that the perceptions of a different
population from the workplace would differ from the population examined in
this study. These perceptions were outside the scope of this study.
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5. The context for this study was mentoring associations which contributed
substantially to the protégés’ lifelong career development. It is possible that
the perspectives of protégés who were engaged in less impactful mentoring
associations would differ from the perspectives examined in this study and
are outside the scope of this study.
Limitations
The Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB) scale, the
revised version of Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale developed as part of
this research study, was a self-report survey instrument. As such, the validity of
the responses depended on the forthrightness of the respondents.
Definition of Terms
Within this research, these terms were used according to the following
definitions:
Acceptance-and-Confirmation: A mentoring function from the
Psychosocial category. As defined by Kram (1985), Acceptance-andConfirmation is building mutual trust and respect through consistent
encouragement and support.
Autobiographical Memory: Autobiographical memory is the remembrance
of events that were experienced personally.
Career Level: Career level is the rank and level of authority, rather than
the title, of the individual at the start of the mentoring relationship. The levels
examined in this study were individual contributor, frontline manager, middle
manager, senior manager, C-level executive, business owner, and professional.
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Career Mentoring Functions: Career mentoring functions target the career
advancement of the protégé. As defined by Kram (1985), the five career functions
are Sponsorship, Exposure-and-Visibility, Coaching, Protection, and Challenging
Assignments. In the 8-factor model used in this study, the four career factors are
Effective Development Opportunities, Development Planning, Networking, and
Mentor Story-telling.
Challenging Assignments: A mentoring function from the Coaching
category. As defined by Kram (1985), Challenging Assignments is providing
stretch opportunities to enhance and add to the protégé’s set of competencies
and boost the protégé’s self-identity as a professional.
Coaching: A mentoring function from the Coaching category. As defined
by Kram (1985), Coaching is enhancing the protégé’s understanding of how to
navigate effectively within the organizational culture, structure, and operating
reality.
Counseling: A mentoring function from the Psychosocial category. As
defined by Kram (1985), Counseling is equipping the protégé to explore personal
concerns that may interfere with a positive self-identity within the organization
and/or the industry.
Development Planning: A mentoring function from Career category in the
PWMB scale. In the 8-factor model, items related to Kram’s (1985) Coaching
function are divided into two factors (Development Planning and Mentor Storytelling).
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Dyad Composition: Dyad composition examined in this study was genderbased. The four levels are female mentor/female protégé, female mentor/male
protégé, male mentor/female protégé and male mentor/male protégé.
Effective Development Opportunities: A mentoring function from Career
category in the PWMB scale. In the 8-factor model, items related to Kram’s
(1985) Sponsorship, Challenging Assignments and Protection functions are
combined into the Effective Development Opportunities factor.
Eight-Factor Model: The model, based on Kram’s (1985) mentoring
functions, that exhibited acceptable fit for the Perceptions of Workplace
Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB) scale. The Career category comprised four
factors (Effective Development Opportunities, Networking, Development
Planning, Mentor Story-telling). The Psychosocial category comprised four
factors (Role Model, Acceptance-and-Confirmation, Relationship Fundamentals,
Professional Issue Counseling).
Exposure-and-Visibility: A mentoring function from the Career category.
As defined by Kram (1985), Exposure-and-Visibility is providing opportunities for
the protégé to come in contact or be noticed by influential individuals within the
organization and/or industry.
Friendship: A mentoring function from the Psychosocial category. As
defined by Kram (1985), Friendship is participating in social interactions, both
work and non-work related, that result in mutual liking and understanding
between the mentor and the protégé.
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Lifelong Career Development: Lifelong career development is the process
throughout adulthood of developing beliefs and values, skills and aptitudes,
interests, personality characteristics, and knowledge of the world of work (Tolbert,
1980).
Mentor: A mentor is a more experienced worker who guides, supports,
counsels, coaches, and serves a less experienced worker, helping him or her to
navigate in the world of work.
Mentor Story-telling: A mentoring function from Career category in the
PWMB scale. In the 8-factor model, items related to Kram’s (1985) Coaching
function are divided into two factors (Development Planning and Mentor Storytelling).
Mentoring Behaviors: Mentoring behaviors are the actions taken by a
mentor—what a mentor says or does— within a mentoring relationship that
contribute, whether positive or negative, to the protégé’s short-term or long-term
professional development and/or success.
Mentoring Functions: Mentoring functions are the unique characteristics,
demonstrated through a set of mentoring behaviors, that differentiate mentoring
relationships from other work relationships. There exist two categories of
mentoring functions: Career and Psychosocial.
Middle to Late Adulthood: Middle to late adulthood is defined as life stages
of individuals who are at least 40 years old.
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Networking: A mentoring function from Career category in the PWMB
scale. In the 8-factor model, items related to Kram’s (1985) Friendship and
Exposure-and-Visibility functions are combined into the Networking factor.
Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB) Scale: This
instrument was developed as part of this research study for the purpose of
assessing the importance of mentoring functions and behaviors to lifelong career
develop from the protégé’s perspective. It is an adaptation of Noe’s (1988)
Mentoring Functions Scale.
Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring Behaviors Importance: This is the
ordinal rating assigned by a protégé in response to an item on the Perceptions of
Workplace Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB) scale.
Professional Issue Counseling: A mentoring function from Psychosocial
category in the PWMB scale. In the 8-factor model, items related to Kram’s
(1983) Counseling function are divided into two factors (Professional Issue
Counseling and Relationship Fundamentals).
Protection: A mentoring function from the Coaching category. As defined
by Kram (1985), Protection is shielding the protégé from potentially damaging
contact with influential individuals and intervening when the protégé is not yet
equipped to manage challenging situations.
Protégé: A protégé is an individual who participated in a specific mentoring
relationship as the less experienced worker who is guided, supported, counseled,
coached, and served by a more experienced worker for the purpose of more
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effectively navigating in the world of work, and who identifies that mentoring
relationship as concluded rather than ongoing.
Protégé’s Mentor Group: The group of all of the individuals who took an
interest in and substantially contributed to a protégé’s lifelong career
development, as perceived by the protégé.
Psychosocial Mentoring Functions: Psychosocial mentoring functions aim
to boost the protégé’s self-worth both inside and outside the organization. As
defined by Kram (1985), this category includes four mentoring functions: role
modeling, acceptance-and-confirmation, counseling, and friendship.
Relationship Fundamentals: A mentoring function from Psychosocial
category in the PWMB scale. In the 8-factor model, items related to Kram’s
(1985) Counseling function are divided into two factors (Professional Issue
Counseling and Relationship Fundamentals).
Role Modeling: A mentoring function from the Psychosocial category. As
defined by Kram (1985), Role Modeling is providing an example of an “idealized
self” (Kram, 1985, p. 33) for the protégé in terms of attitudes, values and
behaviors.
Sponsorship: A mentoring function from the Category category. As
defined by Kram (1985), Sponsorship is nominating an individual for lateral
moves and for promotions.
Organization of the Study
Chapter 1 introduced the study, presenting the problem to be researched
and the significance of the study. Included in this chapter were the purpose of the
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study, research questions, significance of the study, limitations, delimitations and
definition of terms. Chapter 2 reviewed and evaluated pertinent literature related
to this study. The literature reviewed for this study included five major strands: (a)
mentoring relationship, (b) gender and mentoring, (c) mentoring in the workplace,
(d) assessing mentoring quality, and (e) autobiographical memory. Chapter 3
detailed and provided a rationale for the research methods used in this study.
This included the research questions, population and sample, instrumentation,
data collection process, model fit analysis for the PWMB scale, and the data
analysis procedures. Chapter 4 detailed demographic characteristics of the study
respondents, analyses of which mentoring functions and behaviors were
perceived as important by former protégés, and analyses of differences by
protégé gender and decade of birth, mentor gender, the composition of the group
of all individuals viewed as mentors by the protégé, and whether the protégé has
served as a mentor to others. Chapter 5 included the study summary,
conclusions, implications of the study for mentors and for those who are
responsible for mentoring programs within organizations, and recommendations
for future research.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review
The purpose of this study was to investigate the importance of mentoring
functions and behaviors to lifelong career development as perceived by former
protégés in middle to late adulthood. In this chapter, the relevant literature
related to the mentoring relationship, gender and mentoring, mentoring in the
workplace, assessing mentoring quality, and autobiographical memory was
reviewed.
Mentoring Relationship
The term “mentor” has come to mean a wise guide who helps one less
experienced to thrive (Kram, 1983; Levinson, 1978). Within the workplace,
traditional mentoring, which was the focus of this study, takes place between a
worker with greater experience and/or rank and a worker with lesser experience
and/or rank (O’Brien, et al., 2010). For a variety of reasons, traditional mentoring
relationships may not fulfill the development needs of individuals and,
consequently, alternative mentoring relationships may form between peers or a
network of workers (Keyton & Kalbfleisch, 1993; Ragins & Cotton, 1996;
Tharenou, 2005). In the academic context, Dedrick and Watson (2002) argued
that traditional mentoring structures may be inadequate to meet the development
needs of doctoral students:
Perhaps the best way to deal with differences in our increasingly diverse
world, and the world of mentoring female, minority, and international
17

students, is to change the present structure. In traditional, i.e. one-toone, mentoring, faculty do not have the resources . . . however, with
formal, multiple, and peer mentoring, needs could be accommodated.
The key words are flexibility and willingness to change. (p. 287)
Purpose of mentoring relationships in the workplace. The purpose of
a mentoring relationship within the workplace is to increase the capability and
contribution of the protégé within the organization, which in turn leads to career
success, often realized in the form of promotion or increased compensation
(Allen et al., 2004; Fagenson, 1989; Tharenou, 2005; Tolar, 2012). Job
satisfaction is another purpose of workplace mentoring; increased job satisfaction
is posited to lead to increased worker retention and engagement (Allen et al.,
2004; Eby et al., 2008).
Mentoring relationships present unique characteristics, termed mentoring
functions, which differentiate mentoring relationships from other work
relationships. Two categories of mentoring functions exist: psychosocial and
career. Though this frame was posited by Kram three decades ago, it remains a
central frame through which mentoring purpose and functions are examined
(Chun et al., 2012; O’Brien et al., 2010; Tolar, 2012).
Psychosocial mentoring functions. The purpose of the psychosocial
category is to “affect each individual on a personal level by building self-worth
both inside and outside the organization” (Kram, 1985, p. 23). Kram identified
four mentoring functions within this category: role modeling, acceptance-andconfirmation, counseling, and friendship. Mentoring behaviors associated with
the psychosocial mentoring functions include sharing personal problems,
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exchanging confidences, offering acceptance, providing friendship, and affirming
performance.
Career mentoring functions. The purpose of the career category is to
“aid advancement up the hierarchy of an organization” (Kram, 1985, p. 22). Five
mentoring functions were identified within the career category: sponsorship,
exposure-and-visibility, coaching, protection, and challenging assignments.
Mentoring behaviors associated with the career mentoring functions include
delivering job-specific coaching, providing challenging assignments, sponsoring
career advancement, building positive exposure and visibility, and protecting the
protégé from negative organizational forces (Kram, 1985).
Levinson’s seasons and mentoring relationships. Levinson is often
named as an early pioneer in mentoring research (Fagenson, 1999; Feldman
1999; Kram, 1983; Ragins & Cotton, 1996; Roberts, 2000; Rose, 2003). Rose
(2003) credits him for popularizing the term “mentor” and “energizing” mentoring
research (p. 474).
Seasons. In The Seasons of a Man’s Life, Levinson (1978) examined the
adult development journey of men through the lens of life structure. The
researcher posited four distinct seasons through which males journey. According
to Levinson (1978), each season possesses predictable and expected biopsychosocial characteristics which become clear when categorized by the three
perspectives of life structure and its design pattern. The perspectives are:
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1. The macro sociocultural world: An individual’s life is shaped by the macro
system in which he lives. This includes aspects of race, religion, family,
occupation as well as major events such as war or economic depression.
2. The concept of self: An individual’s complex composite of dreams,
anxieties, conflicts, talents, moral values, and propensities of thought and
action.
3. The micro sociocultural world: An individual’s life is shaped by the micro
system in which he lives. This includes the “cast of characters” (p. 42)
who populate his existence and his evolving relationships or roles with that
cast of characters, demonstrated through “transactions” (p. 42) that take
place between the individual and others.
Levinson (1978) analyzed the life structure of 40 men, all volunteers, ages
35 to 45. The participants were all American-born, 88% identified themselves as
White and 12% identified themselves as Black. All lived within the New York to
Boston corridor. His sample consisted of ten men from four occupation types:
laborers (nine were high school graduates and one had not completed high
school), university biologists (all held Ph.D.’s), novelists (nine were college
graduates with six graduating from elite institutions), and business executives
(nine were college graduates with two holding graduate degrees). Beginning in
the fall of 1968 through the spring of 1970, Levinson and his team conducted a
series of one-to-two hour interviews with each participant. The aim was to collect
the life stories of the men, and the interviews continued until the researchers
believed the participant’s life story had been fully captured; 5 to 10 interviews per

20

participant were conducted. The interviews were tape recorded and transcribed.
The analysis process was not described.
The result was a staircase model Levinson (1978) termed “Eras In the
Male Life Cycle” (p. 20). The four eras, or seasons, are:
1. Pre-adulthood: (0 to 22 years)—The individual separates from mother and
understands the difference of “me” versus “not me,” thereby forming a
unique and autonomous identity. The process of individuation begins.
2. Early Adulthood: (17 years to 45 years)—The individual makes choices
and embarks on life experiences that aggregate into establishing the
individual’s niche in life. Decisions regarding work, love relationships,
family, community commitments and lifestyle will create a climate of rich
satisfaction, stress, and contradiction. The person must navigate
demands from within (ambitions and passions) and without (family, work,
community, and social expectations). He develops his dream and seeks
to connect to a mentor who will help him to achieve those dreams.
3. Middle Adulthood: (40 years to 65 years)—Now a senior member within
his micro sociocultural reality, the individual establishes a refined sense of
individuation. Two paths are common. First, given the fulfillment of
ambitions coupled with the perspective of experience and witnessing our
own and others’ paths, the individual can become more reflective,
compassionate, grounded, and loving. This individual accepts increased
responsibility, steps into high level positions, becomes a mentor and role
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model to others. Else, the individual’s life can become insignificant, trivial,
or stagnant.
4. Late Adulthood: (60 years and beyond)—In this season, the man enters a
new period of individuation, handing over the mantle of responsibility and
authority to the next generation (those now in middle adulthood). He must
terminate his previous life structure and his quest is to sustain
youthfulness in a context appropriate to his bio-psychosocial reality.
Transitions. According to Levinson (1978), each season lasts
approximately 25 years and is equally important. Seasonality suggests that an
order exists in the life cycle and, while every season has definable
characteristics, the season begins with an entry transition and closes with an exit
transition. Just as spring transitions to summer, followed by several weeks of full
summer, and then summer transitions to autumn, the seasons of a man’s life are
also characterized by mid-point stable periods during which attributes of the
season are demonstrated with clarity.
Levinson (1978) contended that the periods of transitions between the
seasons are most fascinating, with the individual’s choices and actions giving
value, meaning, and substance to the overall life cycle. Daloz (1999) agreed and
conceived of each of Levinson’s season as time within an hourglass. If man
were a grain of sand within the hourglass, he asserted the stable period is like
the sand at the top of the hour glass. Movement is occurring, but the operating
reality of the grain of sand at the top of the hour glass feels quite stable. When,
however, the same grain of sand nears the funnel, movement is undeniable and
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knowledge of both the process through the funnel and the operating reality of
what is on the other side brings fear, stress, and, surprisingly, opportunity. It is in
these moments of recognized instability that an individual is most open to and
most likely to benefit from learning and development opportunities, like those
afforded through a mentoring relationship. The individual experience of learning,
development, and transition, however, is often disconcerting and even
unpleasant as it is occurring; consequently, the individual may not value the
growth and opportunities afforded by that growth until some time has passed
(Bridges, 2009; Daloz, 1999; King, 2003; Mezirow & Associates, 2000; Tharenou,
2005).
Seasons and women. In 1996, Levinson published the results of a
parallel study focused on the adult development journey of women. Levinson
(1996) employed the same research design as he used in his previous study of
adult development for men (Levinson, 1978). He conducted intensive
biographical interviews of 45 women from three occupations: business,
academics, and homemaking. The purpose of the interview process was to
capture a robust picture of the life stories of the women. The result was 15-20
hours of taped interview per participant. The interviews were transcribed and
analyzed. The analysis process was not described.
Levinson’s (1996) chief finding was that female adult development runs
essentially parallel to that of men.
For women as for men, the eras are separate seasons each with its own
distinctive character. Within each era, women and men go through the
same sequences of periods in adult life structure development and at the
same ages. (p. 413)
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With respect to mentoring for women, Levinson (1996) noted that the
macro sociocultural transition underway as his study was being conducted was
reflected in complex intergenerational relations and diminished the effectiveness
of mentoring for the women in his study. First, in this time period, few women
resided in high level positions in academia or for-profit organizations, and as a
result, few high-ranking female mentors were available to potential protégés.
Second, Levinson asserted that junior women in his study did not look to midranking women as mentors because they, themselves, aspired to much greater
levels of career advancement. Levinson (1996) stated that the junior women
blamed the mid-ranking senior women for not achieving greater career
advancement and did not take into account the change that had occurred in the
macro sociocultural reality for American women as a whole; the junior women,
therefore, dismissed the mid-ranking senior women as potential mentors. Third,
Levinson (1996) asserted that the effectiveness of male mentor/female protégé
relationships was negatively impacted by the still-evolving gender roles in the
workplace. Both sides of the dyad wrestled with succumbing to the sociocultural
pull of traditional male-female relationship patterns (father-daughter, lover-lover,
professional-secretary). Consequently, Levinson (1996) found that true
mentoring relationships for the participants were rare and that the mentoring
which did exist centered on emotional support and the realization of specific
goals, rather than the achievement of “the dream,” which was the central purpose
of mentoring in Levinson’s (1978) study of male adult development.
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Two decades later and in a transnational context, King (2012) found a
contrasting result. In her study, King investigated the leadership journeys of
female leaders (N = 8), ages 38 to 70 years, in Belize. All participants worked as
leaders in the field of higher education; 50% held senior management positions,
25% held middle management positions, and 25% held front-line management
positions. When asked about mentoring needs and relationships, 75% reported
having had a mentor or mentors during their leadership development; 67%
reported having multiple mentors during their career. One-half of those who
reported having mentors identified their mother as one of their mentors.
Risks and rewards in mentoring relationships. Kram (1985) described
the mentoring relationship as “a relationship between a young adult and an older,
more experienced adult that helps the younger individual learn to navigate in the
adult world and the world of work” (p. 2). According to Fagenson (1989), a
traditional mentoring relationship is one in which someone in a position of power
looks out for the protégé, gives advice, or brings the protégé’s accomplishments
to the attention of other people who have power in the organization. On the
surface, these definitions suggest that social power dynamics of the mentoring
relationship are stable and one-way, with the mentor possessing the seat of
power and bestowing benefits upon the protégé. In fact, studies indicate that the
mentoring relationship is dynamic, benefits are shared and somewhat reciprocal,
and real risks exist for both parties (Allen et al., 2004; Barnett, 2008; Ragins &
Scandura, 1999; Shore et al., 2008).
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Each mentoring relationship comes with an expectation of reciprocity—the
promise of reward with a price tag attached (Shore et al., 2008). Barnett (2008)
contended that risks include conflicts of interest, exploitation, and personal and
professional harm. Feldman (1999) addressed multiple risks to both the mentor
and protégé, including exploitation, lack of trust on a micro and macroorganizational level, reduced business stature, stalled career development,
diminished self-efficacy, and reluctance or unwillingness to engage in future
mentoring relationships. Risks can be heightened in cross-gender and crossrace mentoring relationships (Scandura, 1998; Shore et al., 2008).
Most research studies examining mentoring outcomes have focused on the
presence, absence, or degree of rewards, rather than the risks, to both the mentor
and the protégé (Tolar, 2012). Chao (1997) compared job/career outcomes of
protégés with individuals who reported they had never had a mentor. Females
comprised 30.7% of the protégé group and 9.7% of the non-protégé group. Over
a five-year period, data suggested that mentored individuals of both sexes fared
higher in terms of career outcomes, job satisfaction, and income. While some
variation does exist across the research, the overall consensus is that within the
workplace, the presence of a mentoring relationship yields tangible benefits to
both the mentor and the protégé (Chun et al., 2012; Eby et al., 2008).
In the academic context, the same consensus exists as well. CronanHillix, Gensheimer, Cronan-Hillix, and Davidson (1986) surveyed 90 graduate
students (female participants = 42) from a large Midwestern university about the
prevalence and role of mentors in their graduate training. One finding was that
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students with mentors, without respect to the reported quality of the mentoring
relationship, demonstrated higher performance in research, publication, and
conference participation than students without mentors. Protégés also
experienced increased visibility within their field. Faculty members who acted as
mentors benefited as well. In this study, mentors reported higher job satisfaction,
increased stature and visibility in their field, and greater productivity in research
and publication. While some variation does exist, in general, studies have
indicated the presence of a mentoring relationship within the academic context
tends to benefit both the mentor and the protégé (Daloz, 1999; Rose, 2003).
Gender and Mentoring
Gender and the mentor relationship experience. Relationships in
general and the mentoring relationship specifically have been conceived as a
social power exchange in which risk and reward are dynamic and reciprocal
(Barnett, 2008; Shore et al., 2008). Those risks and rewards can be heightened
in cross-gender and cross-race relationships (Scandura, 1998; Shore et al.,
2008). Studies indicate that the uses of power, influence and relational
challenges differ based on the mentor’s gender, the protégé’s gender, and
gender combination within the dyad (Ensher & Murphy, 2011; Scandura, 1998).
Research into social power usage within relationships (French & Raven,
1959), now entering a seventh decade, suggest a consistent and significant
differential between the sexes. Differences exist in (a) the gendered perception
of discrete social powers (Johnson, 1976), (b) individuals’ perceptions of the
appropriateness of their own use of discrete social powers according to their own
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gender (Offermann & Schrier, 1985) and to the gender of the other person in the
interaction (Klein & Willerman, 1979), and (c) actual use of the discrete social
powers by gender (Getty, 2006). Eldridge (1990) posited that female mentorprotégé dyads have the potential for being more productive for both individuals.
She argued that power is likely to be shared more equally, life experiences are
more likely to be similar, and challenges faced by the protégé are more likely to
have been encountered and overcome by the mentor.
Decades of research into the effects of gender on the mentoring
experience, however, have produced inconsistent results (O’Brien et al., 2010).
Sosik and Godshalk (2000) surveyed mentoring dyads (N = 200) of working
professionals, examining the effects of gender composition of current mentoring
dyads on protégé perceptions of the degree of role modeling and mentoring
functions (psychosocial and career) provided within the relationship. Results
indicated that male mentors provided more career mentoring functions than did
their female counterparts. In a male/female dyad, the mentor provided greater
career mentoring functions than in any other dyad combination. Female mentors
provided more role modeling and less career mentoring functions, regardless of
the gender of the protégé. In the male/male dyad, the protégé perceived a lesser
degree of psychosocial mentoring functions than was perceived by protégés in
the female/male dyad.
O’Brien et al. (2010) completed a meta-analysis of studies investigating
workplace mentoring relationship experiences. Criteria for inclusion were: (a)
studies were conducted in a workplace setting, (b) a relevant Pearson’s
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correlation or effect size that could be transformed into a Pearson correlation was
reported, (c) career and psychosocial mentoring function variables were reported
separately. O’Brien et al. identified 206 potential studies published across 1984
to June 2007. Of these, only 40 published articles and one conference paper
met the criteria for inclusion. Key findings of this meta-analysis were:
1. Males and females were equally likely to have been in the role of a
protégé.
2. Male and female protégés were equally likely to have been provided
career mentoring functions.
3. Female protégés reported to have been provided greater levels of
psychosocial mentoring functions than did their male counterparts.
4. Males were more likely than females to have acted as a mentor.
5. Male mentors reported providing more career mentoring functions than did
their female counterparts.
6. Female mentors reported providing more psychosocial mentoring
functions than did their male counterparts.
Though gender differences were found, O’Brien et al. (2010) noted that
the effect sizes found in this meta-analysis were relatively small.
Specifically, the mean effect sizes in the meta-analysis were small,
indicating weak effects of gender on the experience of mentoring. Taken
at face value, the results indicate that, on average, gender has little
impact on the initiation or functions of mentoring relationships. The
discrepant results appear to be due to sampling error. (p. 549)
The effect size may have been impacted by the macro societal cultural
transitions taking place in gender roles and relationships in general and within
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the workplace (Levinson, 1996) during the broad time span of selected articles
used in the meta-analysis (1984 to June, 2007). This may have diminished the
composite effect size. It should also be noted that this study examined reported
experiences and did not focus on the perceived impact of those experiences on
career success. Given that the effect of mentoring is cumulative over time
(Kram, 1985; Levinson, 1978; Levinson, 1996), the gender impact may not have
had time to develop within the many of the studied mentoring relationships.
Gender and mentoring phases. Given the risk-reward continuum,
researchers have conceived the healthy mentoring relationship as an ongoing,
mutually-beneficial negotiation to which both parties must bring expectations,
assets, and social powers to the table for a healthy relationship to develop and
sustain (Barnett, 2008; Ensher & Murphy, 2011; Johnson & Scandura, 1994).
While little empirical research has been conducted specifically around negotiation
inputs and outputs within the mentoring relationship, vast research exist
documenting gender differences in negotiation behaviors, the gendered
perception of the appropriateness of negotiation behaviors, and negotiation
performance (Bowles, Babcock, & Lai, 2007; Johnson & Scandura, 1994; Shore
et al., 2008).
For one of the most cited studies related to mentoring, Kram (1983)
analyzed dimensions of the mentoring relationship by interviewing 18 mentorprotégé pairs. In this sample, seven protégées were female while just one
mentor was female. Analyses of data surfaced four distinct stages through which
well-functioning mentoring relationships progress. This and subsequent research
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indicated that differences by gender exist from the very birth of the mentoring
relationship and continue through the stages to its cessation (Chun et al., 2012;
Dreher & Ash, 1990; Hansman, 2001; Kram, 1983; Kram, 1985; Levinson, 1996).
Initiation. Gendered expectations and the appropriate use of social
power impact the perceived functionality of the mentoring relationship from its
outset. The first stage, per Kram (1983), is the Initiation stage. In this period, the
mentor recognizes the protégé as someone who warrants special attention and
the protégé recognizes the mentor as a valuable role model. According to Kram
(1983), this period is characterized by high expectations about one another’s
abilities, potential, and the quality of the relationship. This honeymoon period
typically endures less than 12 months.
With respect to selection for mentoring, Kram (1983) argued that in nonstructured settings, selected protégés outpace their non-mentored counterparts,
even in the pre-mentoring period. Those chosen are evaluated by those in
power as deserving special attention and possessing high potential. Though the
notion of worthiness versus unworthiness may not set well in contemporary
culture, the literature supports Kram’s description of the prized protégé within the
traditional mentoring relationship. Roche (1979) asserted that to attract the
special attention which will result in a robust mentoring relationship, the protégé
must begin with heightened interpersonal ability, potential, and willingness.
A decade later, Fagenson (1989) set out to compare and contrast (a) the
perceived career experiences of protégés versus non-protégés, and (b) the
perceived benefits of mentoring by sex and by job level. She surveyed 246
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protégés; of these, 40% were female. Fagenson (1989) found that those
selected to be protégés of both sexes were perceived—prior to mentoring—to be
more independent, active, self-confident, able to handle pressure, helpful, and
more aware of others’ feelings than their counterparts. Seemingly sensitive to
issues of equality, Fagenson retreated from any notion of protégé superiority but
did assert one interesting difference in the self-perception of gender, separating
the chosen from the non-chosen:
It should also be noted that protégés and non-protégés did not
differ in terms of their age, organizational tenure, or advancement
potential. They did however differ in terms of their personality
profiles. Protégés described themselves as being more feminine
and more masculine than non- protégés . . . . These results
suggest that at least in one respect, individuals who have assumed
the protégés’ role are different from those who have not. However,
it should not be assumed that the non-mentored individuals were
lesser individuals. (p. 316)
Sexual dynamics issues. Participants in Tolar’s (2012) qualitative
study of the mentoring experiences of 71 high-achieving women reported
difficulty in the initiation of cross-gender mentoring relationships, but also
reported that those relationships contributed greatly to their career
advancement. Quoting one of her participants, Tolar writes:
Many men in professional settings are reluctant to develop close
working relationships with younger women because of their
perception of the risk of sexual harassment claims. While these
relationships were trickier to initiate, they have been worth the effort,
because the perspectives of my male mentors are often very
different from my female mentors. (Tolar, 2012, p. 9)
In Collins (1983) study, 25% of the female protégés reported having
shared a sexual relationship with their male mentor; of those, the majority
also reported that, in the long run, the intimate relationship had been
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harmful to their careers. None reported it had actually helped their career.
Quinn and Lees (1984) asserted that a successful woman who happens to
have a male mentor is likely to be charged with ‘sleeping her way to the
top,’ and that suspicion alone can negatively impact the protégé’s career
over time. This is a Catch-22 for women because recent research confirms
that still today for women, career advancement relies to a great extent on
the existence of a strong relationship with a powerful mentor.
High-potential women should be matched with someone who is
powerful within the organization. There is some benefit to that person
being female. Same gender, however, is less important than power
. . . And powerful men within an organization may be reluctant to
mentor outside of a formal program due to fears of sexual
harassment claims. (Dworkin, Maurer, & Schipani, 2012, p. 370)
Morgan and Davidson (2008), who examined risks of sexual
dynamics in both cross-gender and same-gender relationships, reported a
“common finding has been for respondents to openly acknowledge that they
used flirting with a powerful senior to gain advice, promotions, and
sponsorship” (p. 124). In considering the dysfunctional effects related to
sexualized mentoring relationships, these researchers noted:
Whilst considering these issues, it is important to remember that
neither romantic nor sexual relationships nor even sexual
harassment is confined to heterosexual employees . . . . Whilst it is
evident that there has been very little academic research into the
field of heterosexual mentoring relationships . . . there has been
even less on gay, lesbian or bisexual relationships within
organizations. (p. 125)
Dworkin et al. (2012) surveyed graduates (N = 1396, 31% female)
from three major business schools (two in the United States and one in the
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United Kingdom) to understand factors which support and factors which
limit the career advancement of females into the top leadership levels of
large organizations. Mentoring programs were surfaced as “the most
effective path for avoiding barriers and easing into top management” (p.
364), and that, for women, similar attitudes toward gender, gender roles,
and sexual orientation were critical to maintaining a successful mentoring
relationship. How to build and manage formal mentoring programs that
take into account cross-gender and same-gender sexual dynamics,
however, remains a matter of conjecture (Dworkin et al., 2012; Morgan &
Davidson, 2008). Further, global organizations, which work across national
divides, must consider varied and often conflicting regulatory, statutory and
contractual terms that impact how the organizations may develop mentoring
programs that address these factors (Dworkin et al., 2012).
Cultivation. Cultivation is the second mentoring stage identified by
Kram (1983). This is the period when the mentoring activities and
outcomes are maximized. The protégé may progress through actual
promotion or through fortification of performance, potential and visibility
across the organization. This phase typically lasts two to five years.
As shown in Table 1, Scandura (1998) asserted that as the
mentoring relationship evolves and the mentor and protégé actually begin
working together, dysfunction and consequential risk can grow from both
good and bad intentions. Ineffective use of social power within the
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Table 1
Scandura’s (1998) Dysfunctions and Risks in Mentoring Relationships
Intention
Bad Intent Toward
Other

Psychosocial
Negative Relations
(Bullies, Enemies)

Vocational
Sabotage
(Revenge, Silent
Treatment, Career
Damage)

Good Intent Toward
Other

Difficulty
(Conflict, Binds)

Spoiling
(Betrayal, Regret,
Mentor Off Fast Track)

mentoring relationship allows dysfunction to take hold and blossom.
Scandura (1998) argued that both parties must assert power effectively to
avoid dysfunction:
Certain characteristics of mentors and protégés may contribute to
the emergence of dysfunction in mentoring relationships . . .
dominance or submissiveness may result in tyrannical behavior of
mentors that is described in the mentoring literature. Also
demographic characteristics such as age, sex or race may result in
dysfunctional power struggles . . . . Ineptitude or lack of skills of
self-expression are one reason close personal relationships can run
into difficulties. (pp. 461-462)
Separation. Separation is Kram’s (1983) third stage. It is the beginning
of the end of a mentoring relationship. Kram argued that a mentoring
relationship will outlive its usefulness to both the mentor and protégé and,
therefore, Separation is an essential developmental stage of a healthy, wellfunctioning relationship. In this stage, the protégé acts with more independence
while the mentor withdraws and/or decreases mentoring functions. The
Separation stage typically lasts six months to two years.
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In Separation, it is natural for mentoring partners to recognize that the
relationship is changing and to experience stress or anxiety; these feelings may
be more pronounced in relationships when the protégée is female (Ragins &
Scandura, 1997). Ragins and Scandura studied the mentoring relationships of
275 successful business executives (female participants n =176). The
researchers found successful females reported increased stress throughout the
separation process, but no significant difference in the propensity to separate
from previous mentors and to move on to a new mentor. By contrast, Collins
(1983) studied 400 women of all ranks and success levels. She concluded that
females are more likely to hold on to a mentoring relationship far past its
effectiveness.
Separation may begin when the protégé career path moves beyond that of
the mentor career path. Tolar (2012) collected qualitative data from 71 highachieving women, who had been selected as Truman Scholars while
undergraduates. The Truman Scholar selection period spanned from 1977 to
1998. Truman Scholars were individuals identified in their undergraduate years
as demonstrating leadership potential in a broad range of careers. Among her
findings, Tolar (2012) noted that participants expressed concern and discomfort
when their career path outpaced that of a former mentor.
Redefinition. Though little research has investigated the final stage of
the mentoring relationship, Kram’s (1983) view is that Redefinition takes place
after a substantive time interval, often years, after the Separation stage has
ended. The relationship may, then, take a positive path, with the mentor-protégé
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power dynamic transforming into a peer-like friendship. It may also follow a
negative path, with the one or both parties feeling betrayed or exploited by the
other party. Negative feelings are more likely to happen in dysfunctional
mentoring relationships in which an inappropriate power dynamic existed, which
frequently occurs in cross-sex and cross-race mentoring dyads (Ragins &
Scandura, 1997).
Gender and mentoring outcomes. One of the purposes of mentoring is
career advancement (Kram, 1983). Given that barriers to career advancement
are more problematic for women than for men (Tharenou, 1997, 1999),
researchers have theorized that the rewards of mentoring would be more potent
for women (Noe, 1988; Ragins, 1999; Ragins & Cotton, 1996; Tharenou, 1997,
1999). Findings, however, have been inconsistent (Burt, 1998; Lyness &
Thompson, 2000; Tharenou, 2005).
Johnson and Scandura (1994) examined mentoring relationships and
gender (termed sex role style in the study) and the impact on female career
success and salary. The sample of certified public accountants (N = 833)
included 293 females. Analyses indicated that career development had only a
moderate impact on salary for females. By contrast, gendered behaviors,
assessed at three levels (masculinity, femininity, androgyny), significantly
interacted with sex to impact both salary and salary differentials. In short,
masculine males earn the highest salaries while feminine females earned the
lowest salaries. The Catch-22 is that while feminine females may earn lower
salaries, they are far more likely to be selected for hire than females who present
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with what is perceived as masculine behaviors. Bowles et al. (2007) investigated
the risk and reward by gender in demonstrating negotiation behaviors within the
hiring process. Data analyses indicated that participants’ willingness to work with
a female candidate plummeted when the female initiated negotiations for an
increased salary.
The results of Experiment 2 supported our hypothesis that women
would incur a greater social cost from attempting to negotiate for
higher compensation than would men (Hypothesis 1). Indeed,
there was no significant decline in the evaluators’ willingness to
work with a male candidate who attempted to negotiate (vs. not).
Women, in contrast, faced a large penalty—the negative effect of
the ask manipulation was more than 5.5 times greater for women
than for men. (p. 92)
Dreher and Ash (1990) examined the relationship of mentoring to salary,
promotions and potential for promotion; gender differences were not found. Metz
and Tharenou (2001) examined mentoring and managerial advancement; in their
study, gender differences were not found. In both of these studies, the two
categories of mentoring functions (Kram,1983; Noe, 1988), psychosocial and
career, were combined.
Studies which separately examine outcomes derived from psychosocial
mentoring function category and career mentoring function category have tended
to find gender effects (Tharenou, 2005). Johnson and Scandura (1994)
examined factors related to salary increases for accountants and found that
salary increases were not related to the psychosocial mentoring functions for
males or females, however, career coaching by a mentor was associated with
salary increases for female accountants but not for male accountants. Schor
(1997) conducted intensive interviews of executives to uncover perceived factors
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in their career advancement. Female executives stated that the presence of
mentors had a pronounced impact throughout their careers and identified the
career mentoring functions as most impactful. The female executives did not
identify psychosocial functions as having a pronounced impact on their career
advancement. In this study, the male executives did not identify mentoring as
important to their career advancement. In his study within a high technology firm,
Burt (1998) found that career advancement for men was associated with the
presence of a large informal network, but for women career advancement was
associated with the involvement of a strong strategic partner, that is, a mentor
who provided career mentoring functions.
Lyness and Thompson (2000) compared matched samples of executives
from a large, multi-national financial services corporation (male n = 69, female n
= 69). Participants were matched on these factors: (a) rank, (b) type of position
(in line versus staff), (c) age, (d) ratings of current performance, and (e)
advancement potential. Data were collected through surveys and interviews.
Findings indicated that barriers to career success were more problematic for
females as compared to males. Barriers included lack of culture fit, exclusion
from informal networks, and difficulty getting opportunities for geographic mobility
and for challenging assignments. With respect to career advancement and
mentoring, findings suggested that mentoring is less impactful for high-achieving
women and more impactful for lesser-achieving women. Findings also indicated
that psychosocial mentoring functions did not support career advancement over
time for either gender. The researchers asserted that there existed some
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indications that psychosocial mentoring functions are negatively associated with
career advancement for women.
While the specific findings and implications of four decades of studies
examining the impact of gender on the mentoring relationship provide a web of
inconsistencies, the broad consistent finding is that gender does have some
effect on both the quality of the relationship and its outcomes (Ensher & Murphy,
2011; Kram, 1985; Levinson, 1978; Levinson, 1996; O’Brien et al., 2010; Ragins
& Cotton, 1996; Tharenou, 2005). There are some indications that those effects
are more likely to be detected when the research design and analysis of data
cuts the data by category of mentoring function (psychosocial and career), rather
than analyzing data as a composite (O’Brien et al., 2010; Tharenou, 2005) and
when the mentoring relationship has been given the time to evolve (Barnett,
2008; Feldman, 1999; Ragins & Scandura, 1997; Sosik & Godshalk, 2000; Tolar,
2012).
Mentoring in the Workplace
Within the workplace context, the demand for return on investment (ROI)
shapes behavior, priorities, resource allocation, and the culture (Dougherty &
Dreher, 2007). In most organizations, especially in challenging economic times,
leaders who meet revenue goals and other Key Productivity Indicators (KPIs)
keep their positions and advance; those who do not are likely to be replaced; the
result is a 90-day or 30-day sprint to results (Tharenou, 2001). Within this
climate, broad agreement exists that the presence of mentoring relationships
benefits the protégé, the mentor, and the organization (Eby et al., 2008; Tolar,
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2012). In practice, far less agreement exists around how the benefits of
mentoring will be defined and measured (Ragins & Kram, 2007).
Return on investment (ROI). In the workplace, mentoring ROI means
different things; it varies by person and organization (Ragins & Kram, 2007).
Factors which impact how mentoring ROI is evaluated include the evaluator’s (a)
position in the organization, (b) relationship to the protégé, (c) level of
investment, (d) values and beliefs about developing self and others, and e) time
perspective, whether short-term or long-term (Ragins & Kram, 2007; Lankau &
Scandura, 2007; Feldman, 1999).
Differences in how mentoring ROI is defined and evaluated is evident
even when considering narrowly-defined mentoring outcomes. For example,
Lankau and Scandura (2007) presented a 2 x 2 typology, of mentoring learning
outcomes, depicted in Table 2, based on Hall’s (2002) career effectiveness
model.
Organizational view. A workplace mentoring program designed to
achieve Quadrant 1 learning outcomes would aim to boost short-term skill
development. Selected mentors might be the protégé’s supervisor or subject
matter experts from the protégé’s business unit. Selected protégés would likely
be all those who would benefit from the specified skill acquisition and who are
expected to use the skill to achieve organizational goals. The mentoring
behaviors would be highly task-driven and tied to a specific job or position within
the organization. Mentoring ROI would be realized if individuals acquired and
consistently demonstrated the targeted skills (Lankau & Scandura, 2007).
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Table 2
Lankau and Scandura’s (2007) Typology of Mentoring Learning Outcomes
Type of Learning

Task/Role Learning

Personal Learning

Short-Term
Context-Specific

Long-Term
Context-Free

(Quadrant 3)

(Quadrant 4)

Organizational
Socialization

Professional
Socialization

(Quadrant 1)

(Quadrant 2)

Personal Skill
Development &
Relational Job
Learning

Personal Identity
Growth & Personal
Adaptability

A workplace mentoring program designed to achieve Quadrant 2 learning
outcomes would aim to build and fortify the individual’s broad capacity to develop
and evolve, rather than to build job-specific skills. According to Lankau and
Scandura (2007), personal identity growth entails self-awareness of one’s own
strengths and gap, while personal adaptability relates to an individual’s ability to
navigate and thrive in change. Selected mentors would be individuals who have
demonstrated a propensity for self-directed development, an openness to
guidance from others, and a capacity to navigate and thrive in change. Selected
protégés would likely be individuals who are expected to encounter change,
either through their own dynamic career path or because of the nature of their
organizational role. Psychosocial mentoring functions and behaviors would be
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central to the relationship, with the mentor sharing expertise, values, and
approaches related to self-directed development and responses to organizational
change. From an organizational perspective, mentoring ROI would be realized if,
over the long-term, protégés exhibited greater self-directedness and greater
capacity to thrive through organizational change (Lankau & Scandura, 2007).
A workplace mentoring program designed to achieve Quadrant 3 learning
outcomes would aim to strengthen the protégé’s contribution to the organization,
beyond his/her job-specific contribution. According to Chao, O’Leary-Kelly,
Wolf, Klein, and Gardner (1994), organizational socialization means a working
knowledge of the organization’s culture, including organizational goals, key
initiatives, values, jargon, and structure, both vertically and horizontally. It means
the building of a robust and diverse people network (Chao, 2007). Selected
mentors would be individuals who are well-established and high-stature across
the discrete organization. Selected protégés would be high-potential employees
who are expected to serve as key contributors and key influencers within their
business unit in the short-term and across the organization in the long-term.
Mentoring ROI would be realized if protégés begin to act as key contributors and
remain loyal to the organization (Lankau & Scandura, 2007).
A workplace mentoring program designed to achieve Quadrant 4 learning
outcomes would aim to strengthen the protégé’s contribution to the organization
through increased stature and influence beyond the organizational boundaries.
According to Chao (2007), professional socialization entails a working knowledge
of industry-wide and/or profession-wide standards, challenges, values, and
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structure. It also means knowing and joining the ranks of Who’s Who in the
industry or profession. Selected mentors would be individuals with high-visibility,
high-influence, and high-stature across the industry or profession. Selected
protégés would be the best of the high potential employees who are expected to
become key contributors and key influencers for the organization and across the
profession or industry. Mentoring ROI would be realized, per the organizational
standpoint, if protégés acquire high-visibility, high-stature, and high-influence
across the industry or profession while remaining loyal key contributors to the
organization or advocates for the organization (Lankau & Scandura, 2007).
Protégé view. Throughout the decades of mentoring research, scholars
have investigated protégé perception of mentoring ROI. While general
agreement exists that the investment in mentoring is likely to be deemed
worthwhile by the protégé (Roberts, 2000; Roche, 1979; Tolar, 2012), how
“worth” is defined and evaluated is highly diverse. Investigators have examined
tangible career outcomes like salary increases and promotions as well as
intangible outcomes like satisfaction with the mentoring, job satisfaction, life
satisfaction and levels of self-confidence (Allen et al., 2004; Eby et al., 2008;
O’Brien et al., 2010). Protégés’ evaluation of mentoring ROI, however, is likely to
be an aggregate evaluation which takes into account a variety of input and output
factors, and is impacted by subject factors like the protégés’ traits, individual and
professional needs, and time perspective (Chun et al., 2012; Eby et al., 2008;
Feldman, 1999; Johnson & Scandura, 1994; Lentz, 2007; Scandura, 1998). For
example, research confirms that a protégé’s description of the ideal mentoring
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relationship and that protégé’s ultimate satisfaction with the outcomes achieved
through the mentoring relationship may not align (Daloz, 1999; Ensher & Murphy,
2011; Rose, 2003). Today’s evaluation of a mentoring relationship, then, is likely
to differ from the protégés’ evaluation of the same mentoring relationship after
time has passed (Daloz, 1999).
Research does indicate that protégés fare better in the workplace than
non-protégés, but the protégés’ greater success may not be attributed to the
mentoring relationship (Wanberg, Welsh, & Hezlett, 2003). Ragins and Cotton
(1993) asserted that protégé achievement could be due to the rising star effect.
Research has confirmed that mentors are more likely to select high-achieving
individuals to be their protégés (Allen, Poteet, & Burroughs, 1997; Hansman,
2001). The question becomes, then, do protégés experience more success
because of the mentoring relationship, or do they experience the mentoring
relationship because they are already more successful than their counterparts
(Ragins & Cotton, 1993). Singh, Ragins, and Tharenough (2009) found that
while successful workers are more likely to be selected as protégés, once a
mentoring relationship is established, they are also likely to enjoy marked
increases in compensation, career advancement, and job satisfaction. Still,
evaluating the cost of the relationship as compared to the real value resulting
from the relationship is difficult (Singh et al., 2009).
Mentor view. Ragins and Scandura (1999) found that mentors anticipate
the cost of mentoring; they question the return on that investment. Serving as a
mentor has been shown to provide both tangible and intangible benefits to

45

workplace mentors. Mentors, as compared to non-mentors, experience greater
organizational stature, increased career success, boosts in personal fulfillment
and career satisfaction, and improved job performance (Allen et al., 1997; Kram,
1985; Ragins & Scandura, 1999). Like protégés, mentors are likely to calculate
mentoring ROI as an aggregate equation, considering multiple input and output
factors, and moderated by various subject factors of themselves and their
protégés (Chun et al., 2012; Eby et al., 2008; Feldman, 1999; Johnson &
Scandura, 1994; Lentz, 2007; Scandura, 1998).
Changes in career development patterns and mentoring ROI.
Increased career mobility, which characterizes today’s world of work, further
complicates the evaluation of mentoring ROI from the protégé, mentor, and
organizational views. Like Levinson’s (1978) adult development stages theory,
many cornerstone career development theories assume an individual will select a
career path early in life and continue on that path through retirement.
Ginzberg. Ginzberg (1972) asserted that one’s psychological attributes,
educational opportunities early in life, environmental realities, and personal
values were the underpinnings of one’s occupational development and choice
process. Beginning in early childhood, in what Ginzberg (1972) termed the
Fantasy Period, the individual believes he can become whatever he wants to
become. From ages 11 to 17 years, termed the Tentative Period, the individual
realizes there are some limitations to his choices, however he remains unrealistic
about which occupations are open to him. At 17 years and through young
adulthood, in the Realistic Period, the individual narrows his choices against the
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reality of his education, means, and skills. He chooses and plans for a specific
occupation. Though the decision is not irreversible, for most people, Ginzberg
argued, the occupation chosen in the Realistic Period determines the career path
one will follow throughout life.
Super. Differentiating between an occupation and a career, Super (1985)
stated that an occupation is a specific activity with a market value in which an
individual engages to secure steady income. A career, in contrast, is the
sequence of occupations, jobs and positions possessed by an individual over the
course of one’s life. Interested in lifelong career development, Super (1985)
initiated a 25-year longitudinal study known as the Career Pattern Study (CPS).
In this study, Super tracked the career development of males (N = 280) from
Middletown, NY, who were in eighth or ninth grade in 1951. Early in the study,
Super (1957) hypothesized five stages of career development.


Growth: birth to 14 years



Exploration: 15 to 24 years



Establishment: 24 to 44 years



Maintenance: 45 to 64 years



Decline: 65 years to end of life.

Over time, Super (1985) noted that while some individuals engaged in
stable and predictable career development and progression, for others, the
progression was more adaptive. As a result, Super expanded his view of career
development, arguing that macro and micro-sociocultural factors impact and can
alter one’s career development track:
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Career development is a process . . . . In some lives it appears linear, but
in others there are spurts and plateaus, retrogressions and recyclings.
The fact that one can identify a maxicycle of growth, exploration,
establishment, maintenance, and decline through which many people
progress in a common sequence should not hide the facts that some
people never cease exploring, that some drift, and that some are
destabilized by accident, illness, war, politics, recessions, and their own
personal development as interests change and values shift with age and
experience. (p. 407)
Career mobility. According to Tolbert (1980), lifelong career
development is the process throughout adulthood of developing beliefs and
values, skills and aptitudes, interests, personality characteristics, and knowledge
of the world of work. Hall (2002) recognized that, given the pace of change in the
workplace, individuals today are likely to experience career development through
abbreviated career learning cycles, lasting three to five years, rather than through
prolonged career stages. To thrive in the current work environment, individuals
require capabilities that transcend organizational, industry, and even national
boundaries (Higgins & Kram, 2001; King, 2012). Learning to navigate within one
organizational culture may meet today’s needs for career advancement, but may
be entirely valueless in the future when the protégé moves to a new position
within a new organization (Hall, 2002). Higgins, Chandler, and Kram (2007)
argued that contemporary career paths, characterized by porous organizational
boundaries, have increased the need for and occurrence of developmental
networks and a “constellation” (p. 351) of mentors.
The increased career mobility of mentors and protégés can diminish the
reciprocal worth of organizational socialization, targeted capability growth, and
the fortification of business stature within one organization or industry (Higgins et

48

al., 2007). These factors make it even more difficult to evaluate the ROI of any
one mentoring relationship. In sum, in the contemporary workplace, determining
mentoring ROI is complex and multifaceted.
Assessing Mentoring Quality
While the value of mentoring is broadly accepted, the characteristics and
mechanics of high quality mentoring remain a matter of speculation, discourse,
and even contention (Ensher & Murphy, 2011; Wilson, 2006). One reason for
this absence of clarity is a diversified understanding of the purpose of mentoring
and how to measure its quality.
Mentoring traits. Because mentoring is a relationship, many researchers
aim to measure its worth according to non-developmental or hierarchical
relationship standards (Cronan-Hillix et al., 1986; Ragins & Scandura, 1997). For
example, Keyton and Kalbfleisch (1993), who termed the traditional mentoring
structure a “male hierarchical structure” asserted that alternative mentoring
relationships which are more like friendships suit women better than the
traditional mentoring structure. The researchers argued that these types of
mentorships satisfy protégés’ relational and emotional needs. A friendship, while
comfortable, does not meet the same purpose of the traditional mentoring
relationship for which psychosocial and career development advances are the
central outcomes (Kram, 1985; Tharenou, 2005). Asserting the two are
interchangeable is not sustained by the mentoring research (O’Brien et al.,
2011).
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Traits of good academic mentors. In the academic and youth-centric
streams of mentoring research, investigations into mentoring may focus more on
access to a mentoring relationship, fairness and/or perceived good traits. For
example, Cronan-Hillix et al. (1986) surveyed graduate students (N = 90) from a
large Midwestern university about the prevalence and role of mentors in their
graduate training. Participants completed a 40-item questionnaire developed by
the researchers. Results indicated that 53% of the respondents had mentors
and, of this group, only 13% of those had female mentors. Professors accounted
for 71% of the mentors. The mean duration of the mentor relationship was 4.5
years. In this university, mentor-protégé relationships were typically initiated by
the graduate students; only 27% reported that the mentor initiated the
relationship and 17% reported that they had been assigned a mentor. Of those
who sought out a mentor, 80% said they selected the mentor based on similar
interests.
Cronan-Hillix et al. (1986) asked respondents to identify the five most
important characteristics of good mentors and bad mentors. The resultant data
included both latent constructs and implied functions. Good mentors are,
according to the respondents (a) interested/supportive, (b) good personalities, (c)
knowledgeable/competent, (d) sharing/giving and unexploitative, and (e) involved
in research/supportive. The characteristics of bad mentors are (a) bad
personalities, (b) uninterested/unsupportive, (c) exploitive, (d) lacking
knowledge/incompetent, and (e) poor attitude towards students. The personality
dimension for good mentors included a good sense of humor, honest, dedicated,
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empathetic, compassionate, genuine, patient, nonsexist, flexible, and loyal. The
personality dimension for bad mentors included rigidity, criticality, egocentricity,
prejudice, personal pathology, rushed, overextended, disorganized, dishonest,
and untrustworthy. These are traits of individuals, rather skills or behaviors
which can be developed.
Rose (2003) aimed to develop a scale which would facilitate the matching
of doctoral students with faculty mentors. The study comprised three stages. In
the first stage, Rose determined the attributes that doctoral students deemed
important in a mentor. The attributes were termed “universal qualities of the ideal
mentor.” Two items surfaced: good communication and honest feedback. In the
second stage, the researcher distilled out the universal attributes and identified
attributes which have greater variability by individual. The three attributes
identified were integrity, guidance, and relationship. In the third stage, Rose
examined the individuals’ differences identified in stage two in relation to the
reported student satisfaction with the mentor. One finding of interest to this study
was that what protégés believed they want from a mentor did not correlate with
overall satisfaction with that mentor or the relationship outcomes.
Building on the Rose’s work, Bell-Ellison and Dedrick (2008) administered
the Ideal Mentor Scale (Rose, 2003) to doctoral students (N = 224). Analyses of
data indicated that male and female doctoral students are “more alike than
different regarding qualities they desired in their ideal mentor” (p. 565). One
clear contrast area related to the acceptance-and-confirmation mentoring
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function; these items were rated as more important by female participants as
compared to male participants.
Mentoring relational challenges. Ensher and Murphy (2011) posited
that mentoring quality could be assessed through the frame of mentoring
relational challenges. A mentoring relational challenge is “a unique test or a
series of challenges posed to assess a mentoring partner, and can be used as a
means to determine further investment into the relationship” (Ensher & Murphy,
2011, p. 254). Ensher and Murphy classified mentoring relational challenges,
which are recognized but not necessarily appreciated by the protégé, into three
factors: (a) requiring commitment and resilience, (b) measuring up to mentor’s
standards, and (c) guiding career goal and risk orientation. See Table 3 for
mentor activities associated with each factor. They examined the role of
relational challenges within mentoring relationships, as reported by protégés (N =
309) in various stages of mentoring relationships as well as various types of
mentoring relationships.
Findings included: (a) the use of relational challenges differed according to
the stage of the mentoring relationship, (b) female protégés reported that male
mentors were more likely to provide challenges related to career goal and risk
orientation than were female mentors, and (c) the presence of relational
challenges is positively associated with overall relationship satisfaction. These
findings suggest that both time and gender moderate the perceived value of
specific mentoring activities.
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Table 3
Mentoring Functions by Factor in Ensher and Murphy’s (2011) Mentoring
Relationship Challenges Scale
Factor Items and Descriptions
Factor 1: Requiring Commitment and Resilience
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.

Challenged me to reach a difficult, specific goal.
Encouraged me to improve certain aspects of my personality.
Challenged me to think clearly about my career aspirations.
Made it clear that I needed to put in the work for my job, rather than just expecting to
take the easy road to advance my career.
Seemed to think it was important for me to be very dedicated to my job or my career.
Challenged me to think in ways I have never thought of before.
Expected that he or she could trust me.
Gave me critical feedback.
Expected me to take critical feedback without being defensive.
Questioned me and made me justify decisions I made.
Asked me to work in situations where I could expect my performance to be under
scrutiny.

.

Factor 2: Measuring Up to Mentor’s Standards
1. Seemed to expect that I would overcome particular hurdles before he or she would
establish our mentoring relationship.
2. Put me under initial scrutiny.
3. Seemed to be interested in whether I was a competent individual before investing a
great deal of time in developing our relationship.
4. Strongly suggested I take his or her advice.
5. Seemed to feel it was important for me to see the world similarly to the way he or she
saw it.
6. Tested me specifically on my skill level and I felt that if I did not have those skills I might
run afoul of my mentor.
7. Pressured me in my performance by telling me not to mess up.

Factor 3: Career Goal and Risk Orientation
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Suggested that I take risks in my career.
Asked me to get involved in additional projects that I would not normally do.
Waited for me to take the initiative to set up meetings.
Expected me to know what I needed to do to accomplish my career goals.
Was willing to go out on a limb for me in exchange for my loyalty.

Note: Factor titles according to Ensher and Murphy (2011)
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Mentoring functions. Within the workplace, mentoring is perceived as a
means to an end. Tolar (2012) asserted that the expected return for the
investment in mentoring is “to attract, develop and retain employees” (p. 1).
Mentoring functions studies aim to shed light on what mentors actually do, that is,
what are the mentoring behaviors, the mentoring functions (which are essentially
sets of mentoring behaviors), and the mentoring functions categories (which are
essentially sets of mentoring functions) that characterize mentoring relationships,
and what are the outcomes associated with those behaviors, functions, and
categories (Cohen, 1993; Kram, 1983; Kram, 1985; Levinson, 1978; Noe, 1988).
Kram (1985) examined mentoring relationships within the corporate
setting, a large public utility in the Northeast. She investigated 18 dyads,
interviewing both the mentor and the protégé. From her data, she posited two
categories of mentoring functions: career and psychosocial. The career category
targets the advancements of the protégé within the organization and the discrete
functions in this category were:
1. Sponsorship: Nominating an individual for lateral moves and for
promotions
2. Exposure-and-Visibility: Providing opportunities for the protégé to
come in contact or be noticed by influential individuals within the
organization and/or industry
3. Protection: Shielding the protégé from potentially damaging contact
with influential individuals and intervening when the protégé is not yet
equipped to manage challenging situations
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4. Coaching: Enhancing the protégé’s understanding of how to navigate
effectively within the organizational culture, structure, and operating
reality
5. Challenging Assignments: Providing stretch opportunities to enhance
and add to the protégé’s set of competencies and boost the protégé’s
self-identity as a professional
According to Kram (1985), the psychosocial category targets the protégé’s
self-concept as a professional. The functions in this area were:
1. Friendship: Participating in social interactions, both work and nonwork related, that result in mutual liking and understanding between
the mentor and the protégé
2. Acceptance-and-Confirmation: Building mutual trust and respect
through consistent encouragement and support
3. Counseling: Equipping the protégé to explore personal concerns that
may interfere with a positive self-identity within the organization and/or
the industry
4. Role Modeling: Providing an example of an “idealized self” (Kram,
1985, p. 33) for the protégé in terms of attitudes, values and behaviors
Noe’s Mentoring Functions Scale. Three commonly used mentoring
assessments are the Mentoring Functions Scale (Noe, 1988), the Mentor Role
Instrument (Ragins & McFarlin, 1990), and the Mentoring Functions
Questionnaire (Scandura, 1992); all three are based to a large extent on Kram’s
(1985) mentoring functions frame (Hu, 2008; Hu, Pellegrini, & Scandura, 2011).
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Scandura (1992) argued that role modeling is its own category and not a part of
the psychosocial category, therefore, the Mentoring Functions Questionnaire
reflects this perspective. The decision to use the Mentoring Functions Scale
(Noe, 1988) in this study was based on these characteristics of the assessment:
(a) Noe has demonstrated willingness to allow the scale to be revised to fit the
study (Wilson, 2006), (b) the behaviors are those of the mentor only, (c) most
items are worded in behavioral terms, and (d) validity and reliability indicators are
within acceptable parameters across multiple contexts (Armstrong, Allinson, &
Hayes, 2002; Chao, 1997; Noe, 1988; Wilson, 2006).
In 1988, Noe aimed to investigate how the psychosocial and career
outcomes for protégés were impacted by a variety of factors, including the quality
of the mentoring relationship. Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale
instrument was developed to assess a training and development program which
included mentoring and was designed for educators who aspired to advance to
school administration positions, such as principal or superintendent. See
Appendix A for a copy of the instrument. Nine study sites were located within the
United States. Participants were 139 protégés (female n = 74, male n = 65) and
43 mentors (female n = 21, male n = 22). The study was financed by the
National Association of Secondary School. In the program, mentors were
selected according to these criteria: (a) had a past record of effective
administrative work, (b) held an upper-level administrative position in the district,
(c) was not responsible for supervising or evaluating the protégé, (d) had
frequent contact with those in the district responsible for promotions and job
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assignments in the district, (e) demonstrated a willingness to help aspiring
administrators, and (f) successfully completed a mentor training. Mentors were
matched with one to five protégés who worked in their school district and were
directed to observe their protégés during simulation exercises designed to
improve the protégé’s administrative and interpersonal skills, and then provide
feedback and coaching.
To measure quality of mentoring quantitatively, Noe (1988) developed the
Mentoring Functions Scale for the Protégé, the purpose of which was to assess
the mentoring functions provided by mentors at a behavioral level as perceived
by the protégé. The reported steps involved in developing the assessment were:
1. Noe conducted a review of literature of previous qualitative studies and
descriptive studies of mentoring relationships.
2. Based on his review of literature, 32 items were developed based on
career and psychosocial functions of mentors. Most items were stated in
behavioral terms. Respondents were asked to read each item, and then
report the extent to which it described their mentoring relationship. A 5point Likert-type scale was used with 1 = to a very slight extent and 5 = to
a very large extent. A Don’t Know response option was provided and was
treated as missing data in the analyses.
3. The assessment was administered to educators who aspired to attain
administrative positions (N = 139); 53% these were female (n = 74) and
47% were male (n = 65). Note that while the workplace was within the
educational field, the goal of the mentoring was personal and career
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development which would result in career advancement within the
workplace. Both mentor and protégé were workers and not
educator/student.
4. Three items were excluded from the assessment because more than 50%
of the respondents selected Don’t Know for that item.
5. A Principal Factor Analysis with varimax rotation was performed on the
remaining 29 items. Noe used two decision rules to interpret the results.
First, to be assigned to a factor, the item’s factor loading > or = .30.
Second, an item had to clearly load on one factor only. Results of this
analysis are presented in Appendix B.
6. Noe determined that the items represented two primary functions. In
keeping with Kram’s (1983) structure, Noe termed Factor 1 psychosocial
mentoring functions and Factor 2 career mentoring functions. Data
indicated that these two function categories accounted for 82% of the
variance in the items.
7. Internal consistency reliability estimates were calculated for each factor.
The internal reliability for Factor 1, psychosocial functions, was found to
be high (α = .92). The internal reliability for Factor 2, career functions,
was found to be moderately high (α = .89). The inter-correlation between
the scales was acceptable (α = .49).
Chao. Chao used Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale in multiple
studies. Chao, Walz and Gardner (1992) investigated the use of mentoring
functions in formal (n = 53) and non-formal mentoring relationships (n = 212) and
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compared career outcomes of protégés (n = 265) with non-mentored individuals
(n = 284). Key results were that protégés reported more favorable career
outcomes than non-mentored individuals and protégés engaged in informal
mentoring relationships reported have received more career mentoring functions
than protégés engaged in formal mentoring relationships. To determine internal
reliability of the instrument in this study, Chao and Gardner (1992) calculated the
coefficient alpha for the psychosocial and career scales. Results were within the
acceptable range, at .84 and .79, respectively. Chao (1997) reported linkages
between career outcomes, mentoring phases, and mentoring functions. Data
used in the study were collected as part of a 5-year longitudinal study of career
development ; Chao’s 1997 study examined responses from participants who
had responded each year for five years and who identified themselves as
protégés (n = 192) in the last year. Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale was
used to measure protégés’ perception of mentoring functions provided by their
mentor. Chao reported “reliabilities for the psychosocial and career-related
scales as measured by coefficient alpha were .85 and .79 respectively” (p. 20).
Armstrong et al. Given that studies indicated that informal mentoring
relationships were more effective, Armstrong et al. (2002) were interested in
identifying factors to boost the effectiveness of formal mentoring relationships.
They posited that cognitive style may impact the effectiveness of the relationship.
An adaptation of Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale was the instrument
used in this study to assess mentoring functions provided as perceived by the
protégé. Internal consistency reliability was estimated using the study data
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(Armstrong et al., 2002) and was found to be within the acceptable range (career
mentoring functions = .85, psychosocial mentoring functions scale = .87).
Wilson. In order to compare mentoring functions provided by National
Board Certified teachers to mentoring functions provided by non-National Board
Certified teachers, Wilson (2006) surveyed both the mentor and the protégé (the
protégés were elementary school teachers). Wilson adapted Noe’s (1988)
Mentoring Functions Scale for her study to fit the study context. Two adaptations
were developed: one for the mentor and one for the protégé. The sample was
drawn from a population of elementary teachers. Data were collected from
mentor-protégé pairs (N = 95), the majority of which identified themselves as
female and Caucasian. Wilson (2006) analyzed the data to determine if a
difference in perception existed related to National Board certification. She found
there were no statistically significant differences in the perceptions of these
mentoring career functions: coaching, protection, and sponsorship. Further,
there were no statistically significant differences in the perceptions of these
mentoring psychosocial functions: acceptance, role modeling, counseling, and
friendship. In other words, generally, the mentor and protégé views of the
mentoring functions achieved by the relationship were aligned. The study
findings included two exceptions to this alignment. First, the Nationally Board
Certified mentors and their protégés had differing perceptions with respect to the
exposure-and-visibility function. Second, mentors and protégé’s overall had
differing perceptions with respect to the challenging assignments function.
Cronbach alpha’s were calculated to measure the reliability of the scores for
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each of the career and psychosocial categories for each group; the coefficients
indicated high levels of reliability for the career mentoring function category for all
groups (.84 to .91) and for the psychosocial mentoring function category (.85 to
.89).
Strand and Bosco-Ruggiero. In 2010, Strand and Busco-Ruggiero
conducted a longitudinal examination of mentoring processes and outcomes in a
formal mentoring program conducted within a public child welfare agency over
two years. Mentor dyads were formed for a period of one year and two program
years (two cohorts) were examined. In Year 1, the cohort consisted of 36 dyads.
In Year 2, the cohort consisted of 34 dyads. Mid-level managers who were in
good standing with the agency and had approval to participate from their direct
supervisor were eligible to be mentors. Protégés were supervisors who were in
good standing with the agency, had been on the job at least two years, and had
approval to participate from their direct supervisor. Protégés’ perceptions of
mentoring functions provided were assessed using Noe’s (1988) Mentoring
Functions Scale quarterly during the program year. The researchers reported
internal reliability of the psychosocial mentoring function category was .92 and of
the career mentoring function category was .89.
Autobiographical Memory
Autobiographical memory, defined by Neisser (1986) as the remembrance
of events that were experienced personally, is the type of memory which
respondents in this study will use as they complete the online survey. An
understanding of how memory works—specifically how memories are encoded
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and retrieved—is a key part of questionnaire-based research design (Gall, Gall,
& Borg, 2007; Tourangeau, 2000).
Human memory limitations. Any time a question-and-answer modality
is used in research—whether the modality is qualitative or quantitative, selfreport or observer, victim or witness— the researcher must consider (a) if the
respondent is likely to provide answers which he or she believes are wholly
truthful, (b) if it is likely the memory upon which the answer is based an authentic
reflection of the reality, and (c) if the memory is not an exact imprint of reality, is
the worth of the study results impacted (Belli, 1998; Bluck, 2009; Spreng, Mar, &
Kim, 2008; Tourangeau, 2000). According to researchers, if the research design
demands that each respondent’s memory encodes and retrieves clear,
comprehensive, and accurate snapshots of life’s moments—that is, that
respondent’s memory works something like a high-grade video recorder—then
the design must be reengineered because human memory simply does not meet
those standards (Bluck, 2009; Fivush, 2011; Tourangeau, 2000). Wellestablished in both everyday life studies and in laboratory experiments is the
propensity of the human mind to not encode details (Nickerson & Adams, 1979),
to combine similar occurrences into representation memories (Fivush, 2011;
Linton, 1972), and to allow circumstances of an encounter to shape a memory
(Brown, Deffenbacker, & Sturgill, 1977; Rush, Quas, & Yim, 2011).
Four sources of memory limitations. Tourangeau (2000) described
four primary sources of autobiographical memory limitations, their impact on
survey reports, and techniques to leverage autobiographical memory
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characteristics in survey design. An individual’s personal experiences, he
contended, are encoded in the form of stories or mini-narratives. While
investigation continues into exactly how memories are archived, how
relationships between memories are structured, and how memories are retrieved,
according to Tourangeau (2000), some areas of agreement do exist:
These ideas—that a memory for an experience includes both generic and
unique information, that retrieval encompasses both automatic and
controlled processes (e.g. spreading activation and the generation of
retrieval cues), and that memory search consists of generating
progressively more specific cues—are widely shared . . . . (p. 30)
The four sources of memory limitations that can impact question-andanswer-based research and must be considered in research design are (a) lowinformation initial encoding, (b) post-encoding distortion, (c) retrieval failure, and
(d) reconstruction (Tourangeau, 2000).
Low-information initial encoding. Beginning in the 1960s, multiple
laboratory experiments established that when individuals were aware that
memory recall would be tested, they noticed and retained hundreds of details,
even when given only a few seconds to observe and encode the details
(Nickerson & Adams, 1979). Yet, while participants noted and remembered
surprisingly high levels of detail, the memory was not as complete as the reality,
nor was it 100% accurate. By contrast, when individuals were not aware that
memory recall would be tested, the degree of encoding and recall dropped
significantly. Nickerson and Adams (1979), for example, asked United States
citizens (N = 20) to reproduce the front and back sides of the U.S. penny. The
researchers focused on eight primary features of the design and noted (a) if each
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feature was present, (b) if it was shown on the correct side of the coin, and (c) if it
was shown in the right location in the circular area. Lincoln’s head was rated as
being in the correct location only if it was drawn facing to the right. One
participant was an active penny collector and indicated all eight features
correctly. Of the remaining 19, only three scored 50% or better, despite
encountering the U.S. penny thousands of times in their lives. Tourangeau
(2000) posited that the poor results in this study stemmed from low-information
encoding.
Following these types of experiments, researchers investigated if
individuals would encode more detail when individuals were (a) not aware that
memory recall would be tested but, (b) the subject matter was significant to the
respondents’ personal lives. For example, Lee, Brittingham, Tourangeau, Willis,
Ching, Jobe, and Black (1999) investigated how well parents remembered details
of their child’s vaccination at two points in time: (a) as the parents were leaving
the doctor’s office, and (b) 10 weeks after the vaccination. Tourangeau (2000)
summarized the findings and posited a reason for the results:
Even as the parents were leaving the doctor’s office their reports were
close to chance levels of accuracy . . . . Performance after 10 weeks was
not much worse than it was after a few minutes. If they took in the
information at all, the parents were, for most part, able to remember it over
the 10-week interval. Why was the accuracy so low?. . . . Unusual or
dramatic events, or those that unfold over a long period of time, tend to
grab our attention and hold it long enough to ensure that a rich
representation is created and stored in long-term memory. Childhood
vaccinations have none of these characteristics. (pp. 32-33)
One potential source of error in survey reports, then, is that the individual
did not encode enough information to create an accurate memory (Fivush, 2011).
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According to Tourangeau (2000), level of encoding must be considered in survey
design whether the area of inquiry is current or occurred years before.
Post-encoding distortion. Research suggests that two factors impact the
level of detail encoded about an experience: the amount of rehearsal, that is, the
time the individual is engaged in thinking or talking about the experience, and the
level of emotion generated by the event (Rush et al., 2011; Tourangeau, 2000).
Both of these factors have also been associated with the introduction of postencoding distortion.
According to Tourangeau (2000), while rehearsal increases the detail and
likelihood of retrieval, it also introduces distortion.
Our recollection of an experience may change every time we recount it.
Details of the event may be elaborated or abbreviated depending on the
context in which the event is described, and any errors in the telling may
become part of the memory for the event. (p. 34)
Emotion and its impact on memory is one of the most investigated factors
in the area of memory encoding, distortion, and retrieval (Neisser & Hyman,
2000; Qin, Hermans, van Marle, & Fernandez, 2012; Rush et al., 2011). The
exact impact of emotion continues to be investigated, however some areas of
agreement do exist:
1. Eyewitness testimony of both high and low emotion events is relatively
unreliable and becomes more unreliable as emotion is introduced into the
event (Payne, Jackson, Ryan, Hoscheidt, Jacobs, & Nadel, 2006).
2. In high-emotion situations, the brain appears to encode increased thematic
information and decreased detailed information (Payne, Nadel, Allen,
Thomas, & Jacobs, 2002; Qin et al., 2012).
65

3. In high emotion events, a process called memory narrowing takes place. In
memory narrowing, the individual remembers what is perceived as central
details of the experience, much like when a camera zooms in on a particular
feature and other parts of the scene fade out of focus (Rush et al., 2011). For
example, research has indicated that individuals who encounter a weapon are
likely to accurately remember many details about the weapon but may not
remember peripheral features of the experience (Rush et al., 2011; Steblay,
1992).
4. Over time, high emotion memories tend to remain distinct from similar, but
low emotion memories. For example, an individual may have been on a
routine telephone call when they learned of the 9/11 attack and it is likely they
remember details of that telephone call (Qin et al., 2012).
5. The quality of memories of traumatic experiences cannot be accurately
predicted. Traumatic memories may be very accurate and detailed or foggy
and confused; they may be completely repressed and forgotten or repressed
and recovered. Recovered memories may be highly accurate or highly
inaccurate. Though imaging techniques are helping researchers to see the
neurobiological functions activated during trauma and the memory retrieval
(Qin et al., 2012), researchers cannot explain which memory quality result
occurs and why (Neisser & Hyman, 2000).
Retrieval failure. When information has been encoded, but the individual
is unable to pull out that information, retrieval failure is occurring. In long-term
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memory, researchers assert one source of retrieval failure is the formation of
generic memories.
No single variable seems to have such a profound impact on the
accessibility of a memory than its age. Most theories of memory attribute
this loss off accessibility over time to the interfering effects of later
experiences . . . when similar events are experienced, a “generic”
memory is formed, which leaves out the details of the individual incidents
but records their overall pattern. (Tourangeau, 2000, p. 36)
Retrieval failure may be due to insufficient time or effort devoted to the
retrieval process insufficient (Addis et al., 2012; Fivush, 2011). The memory
retrieval process requires the individual to access the relevant encoded data,
filter out unrelated encoded data, and reconstruct the data into meaningful
pictures, stories or narratives (Rubin, 2006; Fivush, 2011). This processing
requires time and energy.
Retrieval failure may also be due to ineffective cues to activate the recall
process (Addis et al., 2012; Belli, 1998; Fivush, 2011). Cues that tend to jog the
memory process include thinking about specific people, landmark events,
personal milestones as well as more unconventional cues such as smells and
songs (Addis et al., 2012; Ford, Addis, & Giovanello, 2011). One of the least
effective cue types is providing a date without providing other context cues
(Neisser & Hyman, 2000; Tourangeau, 2000).
Reconstruction. The memory retrieval process entails reconstructing the
encoded data into meaningful pictures, stories or narratives (Fivush, 2011;
Pillemar, 2009; Rubin, 2006). Distortion may occur in the reconstruction phase
because human beings want their memories to be logical and clear; when
retrieved encoded data does not seem to make sense, the brain may distort the
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retrieved memory to make it more logical (Fivush, 2011). Three common
memory distortion tactics used by the brain are: (a) omitting information which
does not seem to make sense (Bartlett, 1932), (b) adding information to connect
experiences and events (Bower, Black, & Turner, 1979), and (c) filling in partial
memories with details which cannot be retrieved (Fivush, 2011).
Leveraging strengths of human memory. When the brain forms
autobiographical memories, the details of that experience remain archived within
the brain and may be retrieved when the individual invests effort in recall, takes
time to allow the retrieval process to occur, and uses cues to access the details
(Addis at al., 2012; Pillemer, 2009).
Retrieval techniques. Retrieval takes two primary forms: direct and
generative. A direct retrieval happens when a specific and personally relevant
cue provides a direct connection to a specific memory (Addis et al., 2012; Ford et
al., 2011). A generative retrieval occurs when a generic cue is provided and the
brain engages in a high-effort retrieval process in which the individual’s brain
generates “increasingly more specific cues that eventually access a relevant AM”
(Addis et al., 2012, p. 2908).
When building and conducting surveys based on autobiographical
memory, Tourangeau (2000) asserted that it is important to factor in that all
retrieval cues are not created equal; studies have demonstrated that the type of
cue and time invested in retrieval impact the effectiveness and specificity of
retrieval. If a generic cue is supplied but a specific memory is the goal, then the
brain sorts through many tiers of autobiographical memory including generic
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memories of repeated events, generic memories of extended events, abstract
knowledge about the subject area, and abstract knowledge about the life period
of the individual (Addis et al., 2012; Conway & Pleydell-Pearce, 2000; Ford et al.,
2011). This process takes time and, if interrupted, only generic memories may
be surfaced because “behavioral studies have revealed that general events are
typically retrieved prior to the retrieval of specific episodic events” (Addis et al.,
2012).
Some techniques known to provide cues and resurface details assumed to
be lost are (a) recalling experiences in chronological order (Loftus, Smith,
Klinger, & Fiedler, 1992), (b) recalling personal life transitions (marriage, job
change, birth of a child, divorce, move, surgeries) and then building detail around
those transitions (Belli, 1998), (c) recalling famous people and landmarks from a
time period and then building detail around those cues (Denkova, Botzun, &
Manning, 2006), (d) recalling people who were important to the person during the
time period and then building detail around those relationships (Maddock,
Garrett, & Buonocore, 2001), (e) viewing pictures from the time period and then
building details related to the pictures, (Denkova et al., 2006) and (f) building a
life history or event history calendar (Axinn, Pearce, & Ghimire, 1999; Belli, 1998;
Caspi et al., 1996). In describing the findings of Wagenaar’s 1986 study
regarding autobiographical memory and cues, Tourangeau (2000) pointed out
that the date when an event occurred “was the worst cue” (p.41). He concluded,
“It appears that we rarely encode our experiences with exact dates” (p. 41).
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Navigation versus recording. In 1988, Baddeley challenged the
assertion that the function of autobiographical memory is to serve as a highquality recorder of life’s experiences; he posited that the function of
autobiographical memory is to act as a type of navigation system for life. Fivush
(2011), whose area of interest is the development of autobiographical memory
within the context of lifelong human development process, extended Baddeley’s
research. She (2011) argued that the process of making sense out of the world,
encoding that which an individual deems important to self and filtering out other
data is not a fault of the memory process but a vital characteristic of it, and that
the propensity to view those memory functions as errors stems from not
distinguishing autobiographical memory (how personal life experiences are
remembered) from other memory types (how the multiplication tables are
remembered).
According to Fivush (2011), the purpose of autobiographical memory is to:
(a) provide a dynamic picture of one’s self identity, (b) construct a model of the
individual’s micro and macro environments, (c) provide context for the individual
to regulate behavior and emotion, and (d) forge internal definitions of self in
relation to others.
Autobiographical memory is that uniquely human form of memory that
moves beyond recall of experienced events to integrate perspective,
interpretation and evaluation across self, other, and time to create a
personal history . . . . Autobiographical memory goes beyond the episodic
memory function of guiding current and future behavior to serve social and
emotional functions, including self-definition, self-in-relation, and selfregulation. (Fivush, 2011, pp. 560-561)
King (2003) chronicled the journey through stages of grief (Kubler-Ross,
1969) and transformational learning (Mezirow & Associates, 2000) of 19 adult
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education graduate students (average age = 39.6 years) in New York City over
the 10 months following the 9/11/01 attacks. Though not her research purpose,
she captured a picture of autobiographical memory at work as the new
experience (the 9/11 crisis) changed the participants’ perspectives of previous
and on-going experiences. King (2003) commented:
They became more aware of the importance of their work, and they taught
with a larger worldview . . . . It was as if a new world suddenly became
visible . . . . These learners identified aspects of changing perspectives,
new ways of understanding themselves, others and their roles as teachers
and learners through the 9/11 crisis. (p. 20)
Tourangeau (2000), who contended survey instruments must leverage
memory characteristics and, therefore, the understanding of memory and its
characteristics is essential to survey-based research design, concurred with
Fivush’s view that memory is not an objective recorder of details, but is actually a
recorder of perceptions — even from the first point of encoding.
Memory is not judgment-free. What we retrieve from memory often
consists of our current beliefs about an incident, beliefs that reflect what
we actually experienced (and remember), what we did not experience but
infer, and what we learned later on. (p. 35)
In this study, the respondents provided their perceptions of the mentoring
functions and behaviors which made a difference to their lifelong career
development. The desired data did not require that a respondent’s
autobiographical memory act as a recorder. Rather, the survey design leveraged
the inherent characteristics of autobiographical memory; the desired data were
that which has been filtered through the respondent’s experiences and lessons
learned.

71

Summary
The value of mentoring to both the mentor and the protégé is wellestablished. What remains unclear is how to define good mentoring. One
reason for the lack of clarity is that most mentoring studies have focused on
current or very recent mentoring relationships and specifically excluded the study
of mentoring relationships in the respondents relatively distant past. Kram’s
(1983) Redefinition phase and specifically the protégé perspectives during and at
the cessation of this phase have remained largely unexamined.
The works of Chao (1997), Daloz (1999), Levinson (1996), Kram (1983),
Levinson (1978), and Tolar (2012), however, confirmed that protégé needs and
perspectives change during the relationship and beyond as the protégé develops
and as situations evolve. The adult development that occurs over time matters
(Bridges, 2009; Daloz, 1999; Levinson, 1978; Levinson, 1996). Kram (1985)
asserted that the lessons learned from mentors were applied over time and
throughout an individual’s professional life, and therefore, mentoring benefits
extended beyond the life of a mentoring relationship.
This study investigated the perceptions of the importance of mentoring
functions and behaviors to lifelong career development as perceived by former
protégés who are in middle to older adulthood. It built on the work of Kram
(1985), Noe (1988), and Wilson (2006). Its autobiographical perspective and the
focus on lifelong career development has contributed to the literature by
illuminating the effect of mentoring functions and behaviors over time and across
an individual’s career.
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Chapter 3
Methods
The purpose of this study was to investigate the importance of mentoring
functions and behaviors to lifelong career development as perceived by protégés
in middle to late adulthood. This chapter presents the research methods and
procedures that were used to conduct the study and the rationale for those
methods. Specifically, the chapter describes the research design, population and
sample, instrumentation, collection of data, analysis of data, and management of
ethical concerns.
Research Design
This study employed a nonexperimental quantitative research design; in
this type of study, the researcher identifies variables and looks for relationships
among them, but does not manipulate the variables (Ary, Jacobs, & Razavieh,
1996). Given that the independent variables, protégé gender and mentor
gender, were not manipulated and were not continuous, this study is categorized
as a causal comparative study (Ary et al., 1996).
Variables. The independent variables in this study were protégé gender
and mentor gender, each with two levels (female and male).
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The dependent variables in this study were the perceptions of importance
of mentoring behaviors to lifelong career development. These variables were
measured through the administration of the Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring
Behaviors (PWMB) scale, a revised version of Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions
Scale.
Other variables of interest in this study included (a) gender composition of
the mentor dyad (e.g. female mentor with male protégé), (b) gender composition
of all individuals who have mentored the former protégé termed protégé’s mentor
group (e.g. most mentors were female, all mentors were male, equal number of
female and male mentors), (c) protégé’s decade of birth, and (d) protégé’s
experience as a mentor to others.
Research questions. The specific research questions examined to
achieve the purposes of the study were as follows:
1. What are the validity and reliability estimates of the scores from the
Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB) scale?
2. Which mentoring functions and behaviors, as measured by the PWMB scale,
are perceived to be important to lifelong career development by former
protégés who are in the middle to late adulthood?
3. Do these perceptions differ by former protégé gender?
4. Do these perceptions differ by mentor gender?
5. Do these perceptions differ by the gender distribution of all individuals who
have mentored the former protégé?
6. Do these perceptions differ by former protégé age?
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7. Do these perceptions differ by former protégés’ experience as a mentor to
others?
Population and Sample
The population for this study included individuals (a) who were in middle to
late adulthood (age 40 years and older); (b) who reported they had been a
protégé in at least one mentoring relationship that they perceived as beneficial to
their lifelong career development; and (c) who were either employed or had been
employed as a middle manager, senior manager, C-level executive (e.g. Chief
Executive Officer [CEO], Chief Financial Officer [CFO], Chief Operating Officer
[COO], Chief Commercial Officer [CCO], Chief Information Officer [CIO] ) or as a
business owner or as a member of a profession. For this study, a member of a
profession was defined as an individual who met established qualification
standards based on formal education, apprenticeship, and examinations, and
who was in compliance with requirements of regulatory bodies with powers to
admit and discipline members of the profession. Examples include accountant,
architect, dentist, doctor, engineer, financial analyst, human resource
professional, journalist, lawyer, military officer, nurse, optometrist, pharmacist,
pilot, professor, psychologist, social worker, statistician, surgeon, teacher, and
veterinarian.
The sample was obtained using a chain-sample method. According to
Gall et al. (2007), in the chain-sample method, well-situated individuals
independently identify appropriate individuals from their own networks to
participate in the study; the result is a diffuse, information-rich, and credible
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sample (Gall et al., 2007). In this study, a network of professional contacts (n =
67; female = 52.2%) personally known to the researcher, termed “Ambassadors,”
each completed the survey and invited 10 of their professional contacts to
participate in the study. Detailed steps are listed below.
Ambassadors. Ambassadors were identified from five areas (minimum
10 Ambassadors per area). An Ambassador was defined as an individual who
(a) is 40 years or older; (b) has or had hierarchical power and/or has a positive,
high-profile reputation; and (c) has served as a mentor. To enhance population
validity, the extent to which results from the study can be generalized from the
sample to the target population (Gall et al., 2007), the accessible population
should be broad because “studies based on a narrow accessible population are,
of course, less generalizable than those based on broader populations” (Gall et
al., 2007, p. 168). A broad accessible population was achieved by recruiting
Ambassadors from five areas: (a) consumer and healthcare services, (b) logistics
and manufacturing, (c) retail and hospitality, (d) professional services, and (e)
retired. To ensure the Ambassadors meet the criterion of being well-situated, as
is required in a chain sample (Gall et al., 2007), the Ambassadors were selected
from the researcher’s network of professional contacts and were personally
known to the researcher. A sample size of at least 400 usable response sets
was required to conduct the confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the PWMB
instrument developed in this study (Crocker & Algina, 2008). Therefore, the data
collection was initiated by contacting 50 Ambassadors. Given that the data
collection from the original set of 50 Ambassadors did not yield at least 400
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usable response sets within 10 days of study launch, the researcher contacted
additional Ambassadors in sets of 10, ensuring that each additional set included
two Ambassadors from each of the five areas.
Ambassador and protégé recruitment. Andrews, Nonnecke, and
Preece (2007) asserted that when conducting research through online surveys,
participation rate is boosted when the individuals receive a pre-notification that
introduces the coming survey. Accordingly, an email explaining the role of the
Ambassador and requesting their participation was sent to each Ambassador.
See Appendix C for a copy of the Request for Participation from Researcher to
Ambassador Email. Details regarding pace of data collection and decisions to
recruit additional Ambassadors are summarized below:
1. The initial set of 50 Ambassadors was recruited the week of January 16,
2013. The response rate was high with 94% agreeing to act as study
Ambassadors. Each Ambassador was asked to identify and request study
participation of 10 people from their own network of contacts who fit the target
population description. Ambassadors completed the survey themselves and
then forwarded an email to their 10 participants. The email to the participants
explained the role of the participant and requested their participation. This
aligned with guidelines set forth by Andrews et al. (2007) that online survey
participation can be increased by using a multi-stage invitation, sending the
invitation through an individual or organization known to the participant, and
by explaining the purpose and structure of the survey in the invitation. See
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Appendix D for a copy of the Request for Participation from Ambassador to
Participant Email.
2. Since the field test resulted in no changes in the PWMB instrument or in the
procedures for administering the survey, the field test responses were
included in the final study data set. Therefore, as of January 28, 2013,
responses were: Ambassadors (n = 53), all respondents (N = 288), protégés
(n = 261), and PWMB completions (n = 246).
3. An additional set of 10 Ambassadors was recruited the week of January 28,
2013. The response rate was high with 100% agreeing to act as study
Ambassadors. Additionally, one Ambassador who had declined at the first
launch communicated that he was now willing to act as a study Ambassador.
As of February 6, 2013, responses were: Ambassadors (n = 64), all
respondents (N = 409), protégés (n = 366), and PWMB completions (n =
350).
4. An additional set of five Ambassadors was recruited the week of February 6,
2013. Four of the five agreed to act as study Ambassadors. As of February
20, 2013, responses were: Ambassadors (n = 67), all respondents (N = 526),
protégés (n = 479), and PWMB completions (n = 463).
5. Given that PWMB completions was approaching the recommended number
to conduct a CFA and because the pace of responses was steady, no
additional Ambassadors were recruited and the survey links remained active.
As of March 20, 2013, responses were Ambassadors (n = 67) and all
respondents (N = 558).
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6. On March 20, 2013, the survey links were closed.
Final Sample. Data inspection revealed partial response sets (n = 38)
and respondents who were under 40 years of age (n = 17). These response sets
were removed from the data set, and the final sample responses were: all
respondents (total = 503), protégés (N = 456), and PWMB completions (N =
456). The Ambassador response rate was high with 94.4% (n = 67) of those
recruited agreeing to act as study Ambassadors. The derivation of participant
response rate was based on the assumption that each Ambassador completed
the instrument and forwarded the link to 10 others. Therefore, the total possible
response was 67 x 11 = 737 and the response rate was 75.8%.
Data Collection Administration
The survey was administered online through the Zoomerang, a subsidiary
of Survey Monkey. This application was selected because its features made it
possible to (a) ensure the confidentiality of the participant, (b) invite the
participant using a multi-stage process, (c) insert skip functionality to allow
participants to bypass items that were not relevant to their experience, (d) allow
opt out choices at the survey or at the item level, (e) design individual screens to
reduce question burden per page, and (f) incorporate a progress bar that allowed
participants to see their movement through the survey. Each of these features
aligned with guidelines for effective online survey design (Andrews et al., 2007;
Shropshire, Hawdon, & Witte, 2009; Yan, Conrad, Tourangeau, & Couper, 2010).
The method used to administer the online survey is described below.
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Introductory email. The participants received an email notification from
an Ambassador inviting them to participate in the study. The email articulated
the purpose of the study, the role of the participant, the voluntary nature of
participation, a description of the instrument, and the expected completion time
(Andrews et al., 2007). The email also included a link to a web-based version of
the survey instrument (see Appendix D).
Agreement to participate. When participants clicked on the link in the
email, they were connected to the web-hosted survey. Doctoral dissertation
research requires approval of the Institutional Review Board (IRB), a group
charged with ensuring compliance with institutional regulations and professional
standards, and the Code of Federal Regulations for the Protection of Human
Subjects (Gall et al., 2007). According to IRB standards, participants must be
informed about the purpose and details of the study, then provided an
opportunity to choose to participate or to not participate (Gall et al., 2007). In the
administration of this data collection, participants first completed an Agreement to
Participate screen which included the IRB information and Consent Field. See
Appendix E for a copy of the Agreement to Participate screen. Participants who
selected “I agree to participate” in the Consent Field indicated their willingness to
voluntarily participate and were advanced into the assessment instrument.
Participants who did not select “I agree to participate” were forwarded to the NonParticipant Thank You screen. See Appendix F for a copy of Non-Participant
Thank-You screen.
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Mentoring association information. Participants completed 10 multiple
choice or short-answer questions related to the characteristics of the specific
mentoring association they were asked to describe in this study. Andrews et al.
(2007) posited that requesting some personal information at the beginning of a
survey is perceived as a demonstration of honesty by the researcher, builds an
atmosphere of trust, and thereby reduces attrition rate. Further, Andrews et al.
(2007) argued that multiple choice items coupled with opportunities for open
response boost a survey’s completion rate. Therefore, several items included
the opportunity for open response. See Appendix G for a copy of the Mentoring
Relationship Items. Those who selected “no” for item 1, indicating they had not
participated as a protégé in a mentoring association, skipped the remainder of
the mentoring relationship items and the Autobiographical Memory items, and the
PWMB scale, and were advanced directly to the Participant Information items.
Autobiographical memory items. Participants completed four shortanswer questions about their mentoring experience to further engage their
Autobiographical Memory functions (Tourangeau, 2000). See Appendix H for a
copy of Autobiographical Memory Items. When the participant selected “submit,”
the participant was advanced to the Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring
Behaviors (PWMB) scale.
Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB) scale. The
participants completed the 44-item assessment. See Appendix I for a copy of the
Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB) scale based on Noe’s
(1988) Mentoring Functions Scale. Limiting the number of questions per screen,
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that is reducing question burden, has been connected to reducing attrition during
survey completion (Shropshire et al., 2009; Yan et al., 2010); accordingly, each
screen presented a maximum of eight items. When participants clicked on the
“submit” button on each screen, the responses from that screen were archived by
the Zoomerang/Survey Monkey application and the participant advanced to the
next screen of the instrument. When the final screen was completed, the
participant advanced to the Participant Information screen.
Participant information. Participants completed nine multiple choice or
short-answer items related to participant demographics. Shropshire et al. (2009)
argued that when the participant is invested in the survey topic and when the
researcher explains the importance of completing certain sets of items,
participants are more likely to complete the items and the survey. Therefore, an
introduction on this screen emphasized the importance of completing the
participant information questions. Further, Andrews et al. (2007) reported that
when multiple choice items are coupled with opportunities for open response,
completion is boosted and nearly two-thirds of the respondents will key in
additional data. Given that, several items included the opportunity for open
response. See Appendix J for a copy of the Participant Information Items.
Participant thank-you screen. The Participant thank-you screen stated
the researcher’s appreciation for the respondent’s participation and provided
contact information for the researcher. See Appendix K for a copy of the
Participant Thank-You screen.
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Completion time. Shropshire et al. (2009) reported that when the
expected survey length exceeds 10 minutes, survey participation drops. This
survey was designed to be completed in 9 to 10 minutes. In the pilot test,
completion time ranged from 9 to 13 minutes. Because the survey instrument
allowed participants to break from the survey and return at a later time,
completion times for the final study could not be determined.
Confidentiality. IRB approval for a dissertation research study requires
that the research protocol comply with the three principles (beneficence, justice,
and respect for persons) set forth in the Belmont Report; protecting participants’
identity is one component of the respect for persons principle (Bailey, 2012).
Among their approaches to protect privacy and confidentiality in online research,
Andrews et al. (2007) recommended (a) separating the invitation to participate
from the actual survey questionnaire, (b) collecting the data through the web
rather than requiring participants to email data back to the researcher, (c)
avoiding the use of cookies, (d) providing disclosures, and (e) using a credible
web-based application to administer the online questionnaire. In this study, each
of those recommendations was integrated into the online survey design. The
identities of the participants were protected in the following ways. Each
Ambassador was assigned one link to the survey instrument for all 10 of their
professional contacts; individual links per participant were not assigned.
Participant identity was not collected in the survey or by the online application.
The data were downloaded and archived without any direct connection to the
individual participant identities. In this way, confidentiality was safeguarded.
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Instrumentation
Data were collected using the PWMB scale which was a revised version of
Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale. Development and psychometrics of
both instruments are summarized below.
Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale. To measure quality of
mentoring quantitatively, Noe (1988) developed the Mentoring Functions Scale
for the Protégé, the purpose of which was to assess the mentoring functions
provided by mentors at a behavioral level. While the workplace sampled by Noe
in the development of the instrument was within the educational field, the goal of
the mentoring described by the sample was personal and career development
which would result in career advancement within the workplace. Both the mentor
and protégé were workers; educator/student dyads were not used in the
development of the Noe instrument.
The reported steps involved in the original development of the assessment
were:
1. Noe conducted a review of literature of previous qualitative studies and
descriptive studies of mentoring relationships.
2. Based on his review of literature, 32 items regarding career and psychosocial
functions of mentors were developed. Each item was stated in behavioral
terms. Respondents were asked to read each item, then report the extent to
which it described their mentoring relationship. A 5-point scale was used with
1 = to a very slight extent and 5 = To a very large extent. A Don’t Know
response was provided and was treated as missing data in the analyses.
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3. The assessment was administered to educators who aspired to attain
administrative positions (N = 139); 53% these were female (n = 74) and 47%
were male (n = 65). Three items were excluded from the assessment
because more than 50% of the respondents selected Don’t Know for that
item.
4. A Principal Factor Analysis with varimax rotation was performed on the
remaining 29 items. Noe used two decision rules to interpret the results.
First, to be assigned to a factor, the item’s factor loading had to be >.30.
Second, an item had to clearly load on one factor only. Results of this
analysis are presented in Appendix B.
5. Noe determined that the items represented two primary functions. In keeping
with Kram’s (1985) structure, Noe termed Factor 1 “psychosocial functions”
and Factor 2 “career functions.” Data indicated that these two functions
accounted for 82% of the variance in the mentoring function items.
6. Internal consistency reliability estimates were calculated for each factor. The
internal reliability for Factor 1, psychosocial functions, was found to be high (α
= .92). The internal reliability for Factor 2, career functions, was found to be
moderately high (α = .89). The intercorrelation between the scales was
acceptable (.49).
Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB) scale. For
this study, data were collected using the PWMB scale, a revised version of Noe’s
(1988) Mentoring Functions Scale. The decision to use the Mentoring Functions
Scale (Noe, 1988) in this study was based on these characteristics of the
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assessment: (a) Noe demonstrated willingness to allow the scale to be revised to
fit the study (Wilson, 2006), (b) the behaviors were those of the mentor only, (c)
most items were worded in behavioral terms, (d) validity and reliability indicators
were within acceptable parameters across multiple contexts (Armstrong, Allinson,
& Hayes, 2002; Chao, 1997; Noe, 1988; Wilson, 2006).
On July 30, 2012, the researcher sent a request to revise and modify the
instrument to fit the context of this study to Noe via email and U.S. Postal Service
Priority Mail. A printed copy of the approval letter and a self-addressed postagepaid envelope was included in the Priority Mail package. On the same day, the
researcher also telephoned Noe and left a voicemail message describing the
approval request, communicating that approval letters had been sent by email
and Priority Mail, and providing researcher contact information (email and mobile
telephone) if Noe would like to discuss the request or the study in depth. On the
same day, Noe responded with his approval via email; the Priority Mail package
with the hard copy approval was received within 10 days. See Appendix L for a
copy of the Approval for Revision Request to Noe.
Development standards. The standards set forth by the Joint Committee
on Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing of the American
Educational Research Association et al. (1999) state that when an instrument is
adapted, the psychometric properties should be fully examined to ensure the
scores from the revised instrument are both valid and reliable. As part of this
study, Noe’s Mentoring Functions Scale was adapted to create the PWMB scale.
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Therefore, the guidelines recommended by Crocker and Algina (2008) were
followed in the development of the PWMB scale and are summarized below.
Development of items for expert panel review. Upon receiving Noe’s
permission to use and modify the Mentoring Functions Scale, the researcher
revised the instrument in the following ways: (a) language that limited the scale to
the education context was replaced so that items would be applicable to the
corporate context; (b) language was altered from present tense to past tense,
given that the study was a retrospective; (c) language was altered to remove the
term “mentor” throughout; (d) the Likert-type scale was revised from “extent” and
“agreement” terms to “importance” terms. In the first iteration, the proposed
scale ranged from 1 = Very Unimportant to 5 = Very Important. However, given
that (a) the context of this study was mentoring associations that the protégés
perceived as contributing substantially to their lifelong career development, and
(b) the population consisted of individuals who were mid-to-high level leaders or
professionals and, therefore, had attained a measure of professional success,
the responses were expected to be negatively skewed. Consequently, the
researcher and committee decided to increase scale sensitivity regarding levels
of importance, and, therefore, the revised scale rankings were 1 = Not At All
Important; 2 = Slightly Important; 3 = Moderately Important; 4 = Very important;
and 5 = Extremely Important. A Not Applicable choice was also included. In
addition, the instrument was changed from a paper-and-pencil instrument into a
web-based instrument.
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Revision one. To ensure the language in the revised items and revised
scale fit reasonably well with the corporate context, the researcher recruited
representatives (n = 12; female = 6, male = 6) from the target population to
complete the online survey and to provide feedback. The response rate was
100%.
Data indicated that 100% of the male representatives responded No to
item 1, while 100% of female representatives responded Yes to item 1. This item
was originally worded as follows: Think back on your lifelong career. At any
stage of your career, have you had a relationship with one or more individuals
who took a personal interest in and substantially contributed to your lifelong
career development? In order to understand their No response to this item, the
researcher telephoned three of the male representatives who the researcher
knew had been mentored during their lifelong career development. Each
individual stated that to them the word “relationship” in item 1 indicated an
“intimate” or “close and very personal” and “perhaps inappropriate” connection,
and that the term “personal interest” aligned with this interpretation. Two stated
that they would never use the word “relationship” in describing a work association
or an association with another male. Based on this feedback, item 1 was
reworded as follows: Think back on your lifelong career. At any stage of your
career, have you had one or more individuals who took an interest in and
substantially contributed to your lifelong career development? When the scale
was retested with this group of males, 100% changed their response to item 1 to
Yes.
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Revision two. Four representatives reported that the phrasing Extremely
Important was not a good fit. To them, the word “extreme” suggested a negative,
even when tied to a positive word like “important.” Consequently, the phrase
Exceptionally Important was substituted.
Expert panel review. Content validity refers to how well the items on an
instrument represent the underlying content domain (Ary et al., 1996). To ensure
content validity, the revised items were reviewed by an expert panel and
revisions were made in accordance with the panel’s recommendations (Crocker
& Algina, 2008).
Recruitment and composition of the expert panel. Eight experts served on
the expert panel for this study. To increase the likelihood that fundamental
characteristics of the instrument were evaluated in this phase, it was deemed
important that experts representing each fundamental characteristic were
included in the expert panel (Crocker & Algina, 2008). Expert status was based
on the judgment of the researcher and her committee. Ten potential experts
were identified by the researcher and her committee. Each expert was sent an
invitation to serve on the expert panel, followed by a telephone call in which the
researcher notified the expert of the emailed invitation and provided contact
information (email and mobile) for the researcher if the expert wished to discuss
the study or the request in more depth. See Appendix M for a copy of Invitation
from Researcher to Expert Panel Email.
Of those recruited, 80% (n = 8) agreed to serve on the expert panel.
Some individuals were deemed to be experts in more than one area, and
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therefore, the expert panel included three experts in measurement and
instrumentation, five experts in mentoring theory and/or practice, and four
experts in corporate culture/organizational development. See Appendix N for a
list of Expert Panel Members.
Expert panel round one. In expert panel round 1, experts compared each
revised item with Noe’s original item. They were asked to rate each revised
item’s (a) similarity of meaning with the Noe item, (b) appropriateness to the
corporate world, and (c) to note insights or suggested word changes to improve
the meaning and/or appropriateness of the revised item. See Appendix O for a
copy of Correspondence from Researcher to Expert Panel.
Seven of 8 (87.5%) experts responded within two weeks. During the
course of round one, the eighth expert communicated that due to unforeseen
difficulties, participation in round one was not possible but asked to be included if
future rounds were needed. Responses from round one were aggregated and
reviewed item by item. Revisions were made by the researcher in accordance to
a pre-established decision tree. See Appendix P for Round One Decision Tree.
These revisions were then reviewed by the researcher and her major professor.
See Appendix Q for a listing of revisions resulting from the round one expert
panel.
Expert panel round two. In round two, items were sorted according to
Kram’s (1985) nine functions. Experts were provided definitions of each function,
Noe’s (1988) original item and the current revision of each item. Experts were
asked to (a) review revisions from expert panel round one, (b) analyze every item
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in terms of measurement effectiveness (vague wording, compound structure), (c)
consider the items within each function as a whole and provide insights on the
items from a function perspective, and (d) provide any additional insights
regarding the items or the scale as a whole.
Based on their expertise in measurement and research as well as their
availability, three experts were asked to participate in expert panel round two.
Three of three (100%) responded within two weeks. Responses from round two
were aggregated and reviewed item by item. Regarding compound items, all
three experts identified the same items and provided similar suggested revisions;
these items were revised accordingly. Regarding vague items and further
insights, the researcher made revisions and then these revisions and the expert
panel comments were reviewed by the researcher and her major professor.
Two experts requested in-person meetings and independently shared that
while implied within some items, the scale in its current state did not explicitly or
fully address a key area of mentorship: “teaching” or “development.” It was
interesting to this researcher that each expert shared personal protégé
experiences and mentor experiences to explain the importance of a mentor
identifying developmental gaps and encouraging the protégé to address those
gaps. In the course of these meetings, seven items were developed to address
the “teaching” area more explicitly. These items were reviewed by the
researcher and her major professor, and were tentatively added to the scale.
See Appendix Q for a listing of revisions and additions resulting from the round
two expert panel.
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Expert panel round three: For expert panel round three, items were sorted
according to Kram’s (1985) nine functions. Experts were provided definitions of
each function, Noe’s (1988) original item and the sequence of revisions of each
item that had been changed because of expert panel two feedback. Experts
were asked to review revisions from expert panel round two and provide any
additional feedback. They were also asked to review the seven new “teaching”
items for (a) appropriateness to the corporate context and mentoring theory and
(b) measurement effectiveness.
The two experts who suggested the additional seven items served as
experts in round three. Two of two (100%) responded within two weeks. Written
responses from round three were aggregated and reviewed item by item. Written
feedback was very limited and addressed further clarifying terms or phrases that
could be interpreted differently by diverse individuals. These revisions were
reviewed by the researcher and her major professor.
The researcher and members of her committee discussed adding the
seven new “teaching” items to the PWMB scale. Given that the new items were
in accordance with Kram’s (1985) model but were not included in Noe’s (1988)
scale, the researcher and members of her committee decided to include the
items in the online survey and then analyze the scale for goodness of fit (a) as a
10-factor model, with “teaching” being its own factor, (b) as a 9-factor model with
the seven new items aligned within Kram’s (1985) original nine factors, (c) as a
9-factor model without the items. A decision about the inclusion of the items
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would be made based on the observed psychometric properties. See Appendix
Q for a listing of revisions resulting from the round three expert panel.
Pilot test. To ensure individual items were easy-to-understand, the
online instrument was user-friendly, and to obtain time estimates for completion,
a pilot test of the online instrument was conducted with representatives of the
target population in accordance to instrument adaptation guidelines (Crocker &
Algina, 2008). Thirteen protégés completed the instrument as the researcher
observed. The researcher observed participant behaviors (e.g., the participant
increased time to complete an item, the participant read an item multiple times),
to identify items that needed improvement. The researcher conducted cognitive
interviewing on these items. According to Willis (1994), cognitive interviewing is
a technique designed to understand respondents’ thought processes in
answering survey questions. Specific cognitive interviewing tactics utilized
included asking the participants to paraphrase the item and to share what they
were thinking as they considered the item. As issues in the online instrument
were identified, improvements were made immediately in the online instrument
and the pilot testing process continued. Key revisions are summarized below:
Choice additions. A choice of Other was added to most items in the
Mentoring Association Items section (see Appendix G), the Autobiographic
Memory Items section (see Appendix H), and the Participant Information section
(see Appendix J). A choice of Not Applicable was added to the PWMB scale
section (see Appendix I).
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Navigation improvements. The representatives who were younger than
70 years-of-age demonstrated no difficulties in navigating the online instrument.
Two representatives, however, were over-75-years-of-age and both self-reported
they had low computer skills; these individuals demonstrated that they were
confused by the scale formatting. The instrument was originally formatted with
low ratings on the left and high ratings on the right. These representatives
assumed the scale formatting would be the opposite and did not realize until at
least halfway through the PWMB scale that they had misinterpreted the scale.
Given this observation, the researcher changed the scale formatting, placing high
ratings on left and low ratings on right. Two additional over-75-years-of-age
representatives who self-reported they had low computer skills were observed as
they completed the revised instrument; they were able to navigate the revised
instrument easily and were not confused by the scale ratings.
The pilot test was considered complete when three protégés completed
the instrument without difficulty. Time estimates used in the study were the
minimum and maximum of completion times, rounded up to the nearest minute,
of the final three respondents (9 to 13 minutes).
Field test. To test the study procedures and instrument reliability
(Crocker & Algina, 2008), a field test was conducted with five Ambassadors and
their respective networks of participants. The Request for Participation from
Researcher to Ambassador email was sent to five potential Ambassadors. See
Appendix C for a copy of the Request for Participation from Researcher to
Ambassador Email.
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All five Ambassadors agreed to participate in the field test. The
Ambassadors completed the survey themselves and then forwarded the Request
for Participation from Ambassador to Participant email to their 10 participants.
See Appendix D for a copy of the Request for Participation from Ambassador to
Participant Email. The field test time period was seven days. Participation rates
for the field test were overall 76.4% (n = 42) and Ambassadors 100% (n = 5).
To the extent possible based on the small sample size, the psychometric
properties of the instrument were examined using the data from the field test
(Crocker & Algina, 2008). To measure the reliability of scores for the PWMB
scale overall, the career category, and the psychosocial category, Cronbach’s
alpha coefficients were calculated using SPSS v. 21. According to Gall et al.
(2007), this coefficient measures the extent to which respondents who answer a
given item one way will respond to other items in a similar way and scores closer
to one indicate high internal consistency. High levels of reliability were found for
the PWMB scale overall (44 items; α = .96), the career category (24 items; α =
.91), and for the psychosocial category (20 items; α = .92). Item score
distribution was examined for variability and normality. Standard deviations of
the item scores ranged from 0.78 to 1.75. Normality of the indicator scores were
examined and the analyses confirmed the researcher’s expectation that the data
distribution would be non-normal. The distributions of 43 of 44 items (98%) were
negatively skewed and 27 item distributions registered non-normal levels (-3.34
to -1.01). An examination of data indicated that 28 of 44 item distributions fell
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within normal kurtosis levels, while 16 item distributions were leptokurtic (2.16 to
14.98).
Study procedures were examined through discussions with each
Ambassador. No revisions to study procedures or to specific items were
recommended by the Ambassadors. Because no revisions were made to the
study procedures or to the instrument itself, and because examination of data
revealed acceptable levels of reliability and variability, data from the field test
were included in the final study data.
Final study. In accordance with the standards for modified scales set by
the Joint Committee on Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing of
the American Educational Research Association et al. (1999) as well as expert
recommendations (Crocker & Algina, 2008), the psychometric properties of the
PWMB scale were examined. Using data from the final study, Cronbach’s alpha
analyses were conducted to examine the reliability of the PWMB scale.
Confirmatory factor analyses were conducted including goodness of fit
comparisons across four perspectives of Kram’s (1985) mentoring categories
and functions. Details of these analyses and interpretation of results are
summarized on the following pages.
Data set description. Data for the final study were collected from January
16, 2013 through March 20, 2013. Of the 65 recruited Ambassadors in this
phase of the study, 62 agreed to participate and yielded 516 responses. This
data were integrated with the field test data (Ambassador, n = 5; respondent, n =
42) and the total data set when the survey link was closed consisted of
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Ambassadors (n = 67) and respondents (N = 558). Data examination revealed
partial response sets (n = 38) and respondents who were under 40 years-of-age
(n = 17). These response sets were removed from the data set, and the final
sample responses were: all respondents (total = 503), protégés (N = 456), and
PWMB completions (N = 456).
Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. To measure the reliability of final study
scores for the PWMB scale overall, the career category, and the psychosocial
category, Cronbach’s alpha coefficients were calculated using SPSS v. 21. High
levels of reliability were found for the PWMB scale overall (44 items; α = .94), the
career category (24 items; α = .92), and for the psychosocial category (20 items;
α = .88). Reliability coefficients at the factor level are discussed in the
confirmatory factor analyses sections below.
Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA). As was described above, one
result of the expert panel process was that seven new “teaching” items were
added to the PWMB scale. While the new items aligned within Kram’s (1985)
mentoring functions model they were not included in Noe’s (1988) scale. The
researcher and members of her committee decided to include the items in the
online survey and then analyze the PWMB scale for goodness of fit (a) as a 10factor model, with “teaching” being its own factor, (b) as a 9-factor model with the
seven new items aligned with Kram’s (1985) original nine factors, (c) as a 9factor model without the items.
Step one. Given that several of Noe’s original items were considered
compound by the expert panel and were therefore broken into multiple items,
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three representatives of the target population were asked to sort the new and
revised items into Kram’s (1985) mentoring functions. The representatives were
provided names and definitions of Kram’s (1985) mentoring functions and item
cards (one item listed on each card). Working independently the three
representatives sorted 39 of the 44 items (89%) into the same function
groupings. Of the remaining five items, the representatives stated that the items
could fit into more than one category. These items were Q8, Q20, Q27, Q33,
and Q41. Representatives were asked to make a decision about the item
placement. When forced to make a placement decision, all three representatives
(100%) agreed on the placement of Q8, Q33 and Q41. Two of the three (66.7%)
agreed on the placement of Q20 and Q27. Comparing the new item-to-function
placement with that of Noe’s original item-to-function placement (a) two revised
items (Q8, Q33) were moved from Challenging Assignments to Acceptance-andConfirmation, (b) two revised items (Q21, Q34) were moved from Counseling to
Coaching, (c) two revised items (Q27, Q40) were moved from Acceptance-andConfirmation to Counseling, and (d) one revised item (Q41) was moved from
Coaching to Protection.
An unexpected outcome of the sorting process described above was that
each representative working independently voiced a desire to (a) sort the
Coaching items into two sub-factors (development planning and mentor Storytelling), (b) sort the Counseling items into two sub-factor (relationship
fundamentals and professional issue counseling), (c) combine the items from
Sponsorship, Challenging Assignments, and Protection into one factor (effective
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development opportunities) and (d) combine Friendship and Exposure-andVisibility into one factor (networking). Given that all three representatives
independently voiced the same perspective on the inter-relationship of the
functions and because the perspective they described aligned with Kram’s (1985)
functions model but was merely a new perspective on how the functions interrelate, the researcher and members of her committee decided to add the
resulting 8-factor model to the CFA comparisons. In Table 4, the item-to-function
alignment for each of the four models is shown. As is presented in the table, the
10-factor model included all 44 items with the seven new items within the new
teaching function posited by the expert panel isolated into a discrete teaching
function and the remaining 37 items aligned within Kram’s (1985) original
mentoring function conceptual frame. The 9-factor + T model also included all 44
items, however the new teaching items were aligned within Kram’s (1985)
original mentoring functions conceptual frame. In the next model, the 9-factor
model, the seven new teaching items were removed and the remaining 37 items
were aligned with Kram’s (1985) mentoring functions conceptual frame. Finally,
the 8-factor model included all 44 items aligned within Kram’s (1985) conceptual
frame. The relationships of the functions reflect a protégé’s view of mentoring;
the structure was posited by target population representatives. As a study of
Table 4 indicated, for the 8-factor model (a) the Coaching items were sorted into
two sub-factors (development planning and mentor Story-telling), (b) the
Counseling items were also sorted into two sub-
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Table 4
Item-to-Factor Alignment for Four Model Fit Comparisons
Model
Factor

10-factor

9-factor +
T

9-factor
(w/o T)

Q22, Q35,
Q44

Q22, Q35,

8-factor

Career Category
Challenging
Assignments

Q22, Q35

Providing Effective Development
Opportunities
Q22, Q35, Q44

Sponsorship

Q9, Q36

Q9, Q36

Q9, Q36

Q9, Q36

Protection

Q11, Q23,
Q41

Q11, Q23,
Q41

Q11, Q23,
Q41

Q11, Q23, Q41

Coaching

Q1, Q16,
Q21, Q24,
Q29, Q34,
Q39

Q1, Q6,
Q12, Q16,
Q19, Q21,
Q24, Q25,
Q29, Q31,
Q34, Q39

Q1, Q16,
Q21, Q24,
Q29, Q34,
Q39

Development Planning
Q6, Q12, Q19, Q21, Q24, Q25, Q29,
Q31, Q39
Mentor Story-telling
Q1, Q16, Q34

Exposure &
Visibility

Q4, Q14,
Q28

Q4, Q14,
Q28

Q4, Q14,
Q28

Networking
Q4, Q14, Q28

Psychosocial Category
Friendship

Q5, Q42

Q5, Q42

Q5, Q42

Q5, Q42

Role Model

Q3, Q7,
Q17, Q20

Q3, Q7,
Q17, Q20

Q3, Q7,
Q17, Q20

Role Model
Q3, Q7, Q17, Q20

Acceptance &
Confirmation

Q2, Q8, Q33

Q2, Q8,
Q13, Q33

Q2, Q8, Q33

Acceptance & Confirmation
Q2, Q8, Q13, Q33

Counseling

Q10, Q15,
Q18, Q26,
Q27, Q30,
Q32, Q37,
Q38, Q40,
Q43

Q10, Q15,
Q18, Q26,
Q27, Q30,
Q32, Q37,
Q38, Q40,
Q43

Q10, Q15,
Q18, Q26,
Q27, Q30,
Q32, Q37,
Q38, Q40,
Q43

Professional Issue Counseling
Q10, Q26, Q27, Q32, Q37, Q43,
Relationship Fundamentals
Q15, Q18, Q30, Q38, Q40,

Teaching

Q6, Q12,
Q13, Q19,
Q25, Q31,
Q44

Note: T = Teaching items developed by expert panel
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factor (relationship fundamentals and professional issue counseling), (c) items
from Sponsorship, Challenging Assignments, and Protection were combined
into one factor (effective development opportunities) and (d) items from
Friendship and Exposure-and-Visibility were combined into one factor
(networking).
Step two. To determine the appropriate analysis technique for conducting
the CFA, three data characteristics were considered: type of data, normality of
data, and degree of nesting. With respect to type of data, the PWMB scale is a
Likert-type scale and the data therefore are ordinal. According to Brown (2006),
CFA of ordinal data must be conducted with techniques appropriate for
categorical data. With respect to normality of the data set, as was discussed in
the Field Test section, the data distribution was negatively skewed. For data that
are categorical and non-normal, Brown (2006) recommended using the weighted
least squares mean and variance adjusted (WLSMV), a robust weighted least
squares estimator. The CFA analyses in this study, therefore, were conducted
using WLSMV estimator within the Mplus v.7 application.
Finally, given that the data were collected using a chain sample of
Ambassadors each recruiting 10 respondents, it was tenable to consider the data
nested and to take this into account in conducting the CFA in Mplus. To confirm
this assumption, a degree of nesting analysis was conducted using Mplus v.7.
Intraclass correlation coefficients by ambassador for the 44 items ranged from
0.001 to 0.115 which indicated a slight degree of nesting. After considering the
results of this analysis and in light of the data collection method used in this
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study, the researcher and members of her committee decided to conduct the
CFA using standard errors and chi-square tests that take into account the nested
or non-independent data.
Step three. According to Brown (2006), model evaluation involves
considering indices of goodness of fit as well as indices of lack of fit. In
particular, when conducting a CFA with categorical data (therefore employing the
WLSMV estimator) with a sample size greater than 200 and with nested data,
appropriate indices to consider for overall goodness of fit are root mean square
error of approximation (RMSEA), which assesses the “extent to which a model
fits reasonably well in the population” (Brown, 2006, p. 83) and the comparative
fit index (CFI) which compares the “user-specified solution in relation to a more
restricted, nested baseline model” (Brown, 2006, p. 84). According to Brown
(2006), it is tenable to assume reasonably good fit when the (a) RMSEA values
are 0.06 or below, with 0.05 indicating good fit, and (b) the CFI values are close
to 0.95 or greater. For the initial comparison of model fit between the four
models, therefore, the indices that were compared were the RMSEA, CFI, and
the chi-square test of model fit; results are listed in Table 5.
Table 5 data indicated that the RMSEA values for all posited models fell
within the acceptable range of reasonably good fit of 0.05 or less. The 8-factor
model RMSEA was the lowest at 0.042; it was the only model for which the
probability of RMSEA <0.05 was at 1.00. While all of the models are close to the
acceptable CFI indicator of reasonably good fit, only the 8-factor model met the
0.95 preferred CFI value.
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Table 5
Comparisons of Model Fit for Four Posited Models of the PWMB Scale
Model
Indice
10-factor

9-factor + T

9-factor

8-factor

Indices of Overall Good Fit
RMSEA

0.046

0.046

0.050

0.042

CFI

0.94

0.94

0.93

0.95

Yes

No

Indices of Possible Ill Fita
Mplus Warning
Produced
Standardized
Correlations
Between
Functions ≥
0.900

Yes

Yes

Sp w/ Ch =

0.937

Sp w/ Ch = 0.900

Sp w/ Ch = 0.937

T w/ Pr =

0.939

Pr w/Coa = 0.976

Pr w/Coa = 0.998

T w/Coa =

0.940

Ex w/ Sp = 1.166

Ex w/ Sp = 1.161

None

Pr w/Coa = 0.999

Standardized
Correlations
Between
Functions ≥
1.00

Ex w/ Sp = 1.165

None*

Note: T = Teaching items developed by expert panel; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index; Sp = Sponsorship; Ch = Challenging Assignments;
Pr = Protection; Coa = Coaching; Ex = Exposure-and-Visibility
a
High standardized correlations between factors may indicate ill fit or may align with model theory;
interpretation depends on theory underpinning the model.
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With respect to indices of ill fit, all models except the 8-factor model were found
to have correlations between functions greater than 1.00 and at least two greater
than.90; accordingly Mplus produced a warning for these models. As presented
in Table 6, the correlations for 8-factor model ranged from .33 to 0.85 with only
three correlations greater than .80.
Step four. Given that the initial comparison of models indicated good
model fit for the 8-factor model only, further evaluation of good fit as
recommended by Brown (2006) was limited to the 8-factor model.
To evaluate discrete item effectiveness and to reveal potentially weak
items, the standardized factor loadings and residual variances were examined.
According to Brown (2006), when conducting a CFA with categorical data, the
square of the standardized factor loading is an indicator of the extent to which the
proportion of variance in each item is explained by the latent factor and the value
of the residual variance indicates the proportion of variance in each item which is
not accounted for by the latent factor. Items with low standardized factor
loadings may not fit well within the model, despite the overall indices of good fit,
and should be examined further. See Table 7 for standardized factor loadings for
the 8-factor model of the PWMB scale. A review of data presented in this table
reveals 43 items had standardized factor loadings greater than 0.50. Data
indicated that one item in the Networking factor was particularly weak. The
standardized factor loading of Q42 (The individual interacted with me socially
outside of work.) was 0.314 which means that only 0.099 of the variance was
explained by the latent factor. A second CFA was conducted, removing Q42
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Table 6
Correlations Between Factors for 8-factor Model
Factor
AC

AC
Est.

RM
Est.

PIC
Est.

RF
Est.

NET
Est.

DP
Est.

MS
Est.

EDO
Est.

--

RM

.598

--

PIC

.612

.367

RF

.742

.803

.697

NET

.747

.333

.688

.444

DP

.792

.447

.798

.623

.703

MS

.742

.583

.755

.757

.645

.791

EDO

.809

.443

.675

.608

.864

.852

-----.740

--

Note: N = 456; Est. = Estimate; AC = Acceptance-and-Confirmation; RM = Role Model; PIC =
Professional Issue Counseling; RF = Relationship Fundamentals; NET = Networking; DP =
Development Planning; MS = Mentor Story-telling; EDO = Effective Development Opportunities
*p<.001 for all correlations.

from the PWMB scale: a slight improvement was indicated in RMSEA (0.42 to
0.41) and CFI (0.950 to 0.954), and no correlations between functions greater
than 0.900 were revealed. While removing Q42 from the PWMB scale is tenable
based on the numerical indices, Q42 is the only item related directly to the nonwork aspect of Kram’s (1985) definition of the Friendship function, therefore, the
researcher and members of her committee decided to retain the item for this
study and examine its properties in future studies with other samples.
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Table 7
Standardized Factor Loadings by Item for 8-factor Model
Factors/Items

Factor
Loadings

Residual
Variance

S.E.

Development Planning
Q6
Q12
Q19
Q21
Q24
Q25
Q29
Q31
Q39

0.664
0.783
0.796
0.755
0.778
0.837
0.765
0.860
0.728

.033
.026
.019
.026
.023
.016
.025
.019
.024

0.559
0.387
0.366
0.430
0.395
0.299
0.415
0.260
0.470

0.517
0.816
0.730

.039
.037
.030

0.733
0.334
0.467

0.541
0.629
0.652
0.758
0.760
0.577
0.752
0.715

.034
.036
.032
.028
.023
.045
.028
.028

0.707
0.604
0.575
0.425
0.422
0.667
0.434
0.489

0.678
0.526
0.660
0.658
0.314

.041
.047
.034
.038
.055

0.540
0.723
0.564
0.567
0.901

0.650
0.656
0.736
0.673

.033
.035
.036
.033

0.578
0.570
0.458
0.547

0.752
0.844
0.834
0.805

.034
.025
.023
.027

0.434
0.288
0.304
0.352

Mentor Story-telling
Q1
Q16
Q34
Eff. Developmental Opportunities
Q9
Q11
Q22
Q23
Q35
Q36
Q41
Q44
Networking
Q4
Q5
Q14
Q28
Q42
Acceptance & Confirmation
Q2
Q8
Q13
Q33
Role Model
Q3
Q7
Q17
Q20

Note: S.E. = Standard error; Eff. = Effective
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Table 7 (continued)
Factors/Items

Factor
Loadings

S.E.

Residual
Variance

Professional Issue Counseling
Q10
Q26
Q27
Q32
Q37
Q43

0.697
0.585
0.657
0.809
0.685
0.706

.034
.039
.037
.032
.034
.036

0.514
0.658
0.568
0.346
0.531
0.502

0.715
0.741
0.692
0.772
0.824

.032
.036
.033
.030
.027

0.489
0.451
0.521
0.404
0.321

Relationship Fundamentals
Q15
Q18
Q30
Q38
Q40
Note: S.E. = Standard error; Eff. = Effective

Step five. Descriptive statistics were calculated for the 8-factor model
using SPSS v.21 for the scale overall, the two categories, and each factor and
are presented in Table 8. The networking factor was placed within the career
category, rather than the psychosocial category, because networking was framed
as advancing the protégé’s career, rather than boosting the protégé’s self-worth,
by the three representatives of the target population who posited the 8-factor
model. The mean for the scale overall was 3.90 (SD = 0.55) and for the two
factors was 4.00 (SD = 0.55) for Psychosocial and for Career was 3.81 (SD =
0.62). With respect to the individual factors, the mean ranged from 3.26 (SD =
0.89) for Professional Issue Counseling to 4.36 (SD = 0.52) for Acceptance-andConfirmation, indicating relatively high levels of endorsement and low-tomoderate levels of variance.
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Table 8
Descriptive Statistics for PWMB Scale, Categories, and Factors

Factor

Min.

Max.

M

SD

Skew.

Kurt.

PWMB- All

2.06

5.00

3.90

.55

-0.32

-0.10

Psychosocial Category

1.58

5.00

4.00

.55

-0.61

0.89

Acceptance & Confirmation

2.25

5.00

4.36

.52

-0.79

0.63

Role Model

1.00

5.00

4.22

.74

-1.36

2.51

Professional Issue Counseling

1.00

5.00

3.26

.89

-0.17

-0.48

Relationship Fundamentals

1.33

5.00

4.25

.66

-1.21

2.07

Career Category

1.95

5.00

3.81

.62

-0.37

-0.19

Networking

1.33

5.00

3.69

.76

-0.34

-0.11

Development Planning

1.25

5.00

3.78

.79

-0.60

0.01

Mentor Story-telling

1.00

5.00

3.77

.76

-0.62

0.57

1.50

5.00

3.94

.67

-0.60

0.19

Effective Developmental
Opportunities

Note: N = 435 due to listwise deletion; Min. = Minimum; Max. = Maximum; Skew. = Skewness;
Kurt. = Kurtosis
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The acceptable range for skewness is -1.00 to 1.00 (Huck, 2000), and as
shown in Table 8, skewness for the scale overall (-0.32) and for the two
categories (Psychosocial = -0.61; Career = -0.37) fell within this range.
Skewness scores for the individual factors ranged from -1.36 (Role Model) to 0.17 (Professional Issue Counseling). Six factors fell within the acceptable
range. Two factors fell below the acceptable range (Role Model = -1.36,
Relationship Fundamentals = -1.21).
The acceptable range for kurtosis is -1.00 to 2.00 (Huck, 2000), and the
scores for the scale overall (-0.10) and the two categories (Psychosocial = 0.89,
Career = -0.19) fell within this range. Of the eight factors, two were found to be
leptokurtic, falling outside of the acceptable range for kurtosis (Role Model =
2.51, Relationship Fundamentals = 2.07). The remaining six factors fell within
acceptable levels for kurtosis.
Step six. Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficients, inter-item correlations,
and item-to-total statistics were calculated for the 8-factor model using SPSS v.
21. The Psychosocial category comprised four factors: Acceptance-andConfirmation, Role Model, Professional Issue Counseling, and Relationship
Fundamentals. The reliability coefficient for the category overall was α = .88 (19
items) which is considered a good indicator of reliability (Huck, 2000). The range
for the individual factors was α = .67 (4 items) for the Acceptance-andConfirmation factor to α =.83 (4 items) for the Role Model factor. Given the low
number of items per factor, these results were considered acceptable.
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The Career category comprised four factors: Development Planning,
Mentor Story-telling, Effective Development Opportunities, and Networking. The
reliability coefficient for the category overall was α = .91 (25 items) which is
considered a strong indicator of reliability (Huck, 2000). For two factors, the
reliability coefficient indicated good reliability: Development Planning (9 items, α
= .90,) and Effective Development Opportunities (8 items, α = .80,). Mentor
Story-telling (3 items, α = .64,) and Networking (5 items, α = .60) were found to
have acceptable levels of reliability, given the low number of items per factor.
Inter-item correlations by factor were calculated to examine if items within
each factor were acceptably distinct from one another. In this study, results
below .60 are considered to indicate that the items are acceptably distinct from
each other (Brown, 2006). Items revealed to have correlations above .60 were
examined for similarity. Results of these analyses are presented in Tables 9 to
12 for the Psychosocial category and Tables 13 to 16 for the Career category.
Within the Psychosocial category, only two inter-item correlations, both from the
Role Model factor, were found to be outside acceptable levels of distinction. All
other items were within acceptable levels. As presented in Table 9, the
Acceptance-and-Confirmation Factor inter-item correlations ranged from .30 to
.40. The Professional Issue Counseling factor inter-item correlations, presented
in Table 10, ranged from .34 to .52. The range of inter-item correlations for the
Relationship Fundamentals factor was .37 to .59, as detailed in Table 11.
An inspection of data in Table 12 revealed that within the Role Model
factor, the inter-item correlations ranged from .51 to .66. Two inter-item
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Table 9
Inter-item Correlation Matrix for Acceptance-and-Confirmation Factor
Items
Q2
Q2
—
Q8
.315
Q13
.349
Q33
.303
Note: Cronbach’s Alpha = .67; n = 427

Q8

Q13

—
.308
.440

—
.343

Table 10
Inter-item Correlation Matrix for Professional Issue Counseling Factor
Item
Q10
Q26
Q10
—
Q26
.406
—
Q27
.460
.522
Q32
.387
.341
Q37
.394
.510
Q43
.416
.390
Note: Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.812; n = 262

Q27

Q32

Q37

—
.265
.454
.491

—
.371
.360

—
.491 —

Table 11
Inter-item Correlation Matrix for Relationship Fundamentals Factor
Item
Q15
Q18
Q15
—
Q18
.467
—
Q30
.434
.393
Q38
.401
.391
Q40
.394
.371
Note: Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.764; n = 399
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Q30

Q38

—
.429
.326

—
.588

Table 12
Inter-item Correlation Matrix for Role Model Factor
Items
Q3
Q3
—
Q7
.506
Q17
.660
Q20
.518
Note: Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.831; n = 427

Q7

Q17

—
.541
.620

—
.516

Table 13
Inter-item Correlation Matrix for Mentor Story-telling Factor
Item
Q1
Q1
—
Q16
.271
Q34
.452
Note: Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.641; n = 416

Q16
—
.407

Table 14
Inter-item Correlation Matrix for Effective Development Opportunities Factor
Item
Q9
Q11
Q22
Q9
—
Q11
.291
—
Q22
.374
.277
—
Q23
.293
.364
.256
Q35
.533
.373
.575
Q36
.348
.291
.283
Q41
.338
.282
.297
Q44
.278
.337
.347
Note: Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.801; n = 278
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Q23

Q35

Q36

Q41

—
.311
.325
.410
.372

—
.443
.410
.530

—
.256
.251

—
.435

Table 15
Inter-item Correlation Matrix for Development Planning Factor
Item
Q6
Q12
Q19
Q21
Q6
—
Q12
.495
—
Q19
.449
.613
—
Q21
.351
.452
.492
—
Q24
.389
.415
.547
.461
Q25
.480
.633
.620
.488
Q29
.468
.525
.569
.371
Q31
.451
.621
.693
.477
Q39
.477
.424
.367
.357
Note: Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.902; n = 339

Q24

Q25

Q29

Q31

—
.535
.554
.549
.398

—
.596
.754
.490

—
.588
.523

—
.477

Table 16
Inter-item Correlation Matrix for Networking Factor
Item

Q4
Q5
Q4
—
Q5
.225
—
Q14
.346
.276
Q28
.328
.315
Q42
.008
.368
Note: Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.604; n = 301

Q14

Q28

—
.359
.242

—
-.012

correlations slightly exceeded the .60 level: (Q3 with Q17 = .66, Q7 with Q20 =
.62), indicating some similarity above acceptable levels. In the first instance, Q3
reads The individual modeled behaviors that I could imitate, and Q17 reads The
individual modeled what I wanted to become. Given that the mentoring
associations in this study were perceived as positive, it is not surprising that
these items displayed similarity. The researcher and her committee determined
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that in a study of less positive mentoring associations, this similarity might not
exist and therefore warrants examination in future studies. In the second
instance, Q7 reads The individual demonstrated work-related attitudes/values
with which I agreed, and Q20 reads The individual acted in ways I respected.
Here, the overlap is again apparent, however the scope of Q20 is assumed to be
broader than that of Q17. Given this, the researcher and her committee
determined to retain both items.
In the Career category, the analyses revealed six inter-item correlations
outside acceptable limits; five of those instances were within the Development
Planning factor. Within the Mentor Story-telling factor, the correlations, cited in
Table 13, ranged from .27 to .45 and an inspection of data in Table 14 revealed
the range of correlations spanned from .25 to .58 in the Effective Development
Opportunities factor. Indices, therefore, indicated all were acceptably distinct
from one another.
Inter-item correlations for the Development Planning factor were
presented in Table 15. Data suggested similarity across five inter-item
correlations: Q12 with 19 = .61, Q12 with Q25 = .63, Q12 with Q31 = .62, Q19
with Q25 = .62, and Q25 with Q31 = .75. The first four inter-item correlations
were marginally above the recommended level of 0.60, however the correlation
for Q25 with Q31 was well above the recommended level. Considering the item
wording in this instance, it is not surprising that this inter-item correlation was
high. Q25 reads The individual encouraged me to identify developmental areas I
needed to address to move forward, and Q31 reads The individual encouraged
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me to seek out ways to address developmental areas which were barriers to
moving forward. While there is a difference in identifying developmental areas
and addressing developmental areas, the item wording is quite similar. In future
studies, rewording of at least one of these items to minimize that similarity should
be considered.
The last factor in the Career category was the Networking factor. A review
of Table 16 data revealed that the inter-item correlations ranged from -.12 to .35.
The negative correlation was between Q28 and Q42. In reviewing the wording of
each item, it is understandable that these two items were identified as dissimilar.
Q28 reads The individual gave me projects that increased my contact with key
colleagues and Q42 reads The individual interacted with me socially outside of
work. Loading issues with Q42 were described earlier in this section and this
negative inter-item correlation may add to the case for removing Q42 from the
scale. For the purposes of this study, a correlation between the errors for Q28
and Q42 was specified within the Mplus syntax. Q42 warrants further
examination in future studies to determine if it functions differently in different
contexts (e.g. mentoring associations that are not highly positive) or with other
samples.
Item-total correlations were calculated by factor. Table 17 presents the
results for the factors within the Psychosocial category; an inspection of data
revealed no improvement in the reliability coefficient attained via the removal of
any item. Table 18 contains the item-to-total correlations for the Career category
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Table 17
Item-Total Correlations for Factors in Psychosocial Category
Item

M

SD

Skew.

Kur.

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation

Acceptance & Confirmation

a

Q2

4.33

0.67

-0.66

-0.16

.417

Q8

4.42

0.71

-1.15

1.33

.488

Q13

4.56

0.62

-1.51

3.28

.440

Q33

4.16

0.89

-1.11

1.29

.491

Q3

4.20

0.92

-1.38

2.08

.680

Q7

4.30

0.77

-1.36

2.77

.654

Q17

4.01

1.03

-0.92

0.30

.690

Q20

4.41

0.82

-1.72

3.48

.643

b

Role Model

Professional Issue Counseling

c

Q10

3.58

1.12

-0.55

-0.38

.560

Q26

2.94

1.26

-0.04

-1.09

.602

Q27

3.38

1.12

-0.51

-0.49

.609

Q32

3.45

1.07

-0.47

-0.32

.460

Q37

2.89

1.30

-0.03

-1.10

.616

Q43

3.23

1.16

-0.24

-0.67

.591

Relationship Fundamentals

d

Q15

4.21

0.82

-1.02

1.15

.572

Q18

3.87

1.01

-0.84

0.36

.536

Q30

4.11

1.13

-1.30

0.88

.524

Q38

4.50

0.71

-1.59

3.38

.592

6.14

.536

4.58
0.70
-2.16
Q40
Note: Skew. = Skewness; Kur. = Kurtosis
a
α = 0.670; b α = 0.831; c α = 0.812; d α = 0.764
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Table 18
Item-Total Correlations for Factors in Career Category
Item

M

Development Planning

SD

Skew.

Kur.

Corrected Item-Total
Correlation

a

Q6

3.87

1.05

0.83

0.22

.583

Q12

3.80

1.06

0.76

0.01

.699

Q19

3.87

0.98

0.82

0.46

.731

Q21

3.91

0.93

0.77

0.41

.564

Q24

3.76

0.98

0.67

0.09

.635

Q25

3.77

1.05

0.72

0.02

.779

Q29

3.72

0.98

0.66

0.16

.700

Q31

3.67

1.10

0.72

0.03

.779

Q39

3.92

0.99

1.02

0.87

.576

Mentor Story-telling

b

Q1

3.38

1.09

0.41

0.45

.441

Q16

4.16

0.80

0.83

0.63

.394

Q34

3.82

0.98

-0.70

0.21

.539

Effective Development Opportunities

c

Q9

4.03

1.06

1.12

0.85

.518

Q11

3.46

1.12

0.36

0.68

.472

Q22

4.35

0.75

1.03

0.86

.504

Q23

3.47

1.16

0.45

0.59

.501

Q35

4.27

0.86

1.09

0.76

.688

Q36

3.46

1.24

0.65

0.42

.467

Q41

4.25

0.84

1.29

2.07

.515

Q44

3.97

0.94

0.98

1.10

.536

Q4

4.30

0.89

1.56

2.77

.318

Q5

3.33

1.29

0.39

0.92

.482

Q14

3.70

1.06

0.57

0.27

.464

Q28

3.95

1.02

1.00

0.68

.342

1.11

.244

d

Networking

3.05
1.33
0.10
Q42
Note: Skew. = Skewness; Kur. = Kurtosis
a
α = 0.902; b α = 0.641; c α = 0.801; d α = 0.604
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factors; the only item that presented an opportunity for reliability improvement,
according to the data, was Q42. This finding aligned with the concerns noted in
the factor loadings and inter-item correlations sections of this report. Statistics at
the factor level for the PWMB scale are summarized in Table 19. Means at the
factor level ranged from 3.26 for Professional Issue Counseling to 4.36 for
Acceptance-and-Confirmation.
Summary of confirmatory factor analyses. Four measurement models
underlying PWMB scale were analyzed in this study. Of these, one model,
termed the 8-factor model, met the initial criteria of reasonably good fit. Further
analyses of fit were conducted for the 8-factor model. Reliability coefficients for
the eight factors were determined to be acceptable based on the number of items
per factor. With respect to inter-item correlation, data indicated all but seven
were acceptably distinct. Two inter-item correlations in the Acceptance-andConfirmation factor and four in the Development Planning factor were analyzed
to be marginally above 0.60, the acceptable level of distinction. One inter-item
correlation (Q28 with Q42) in the Development Planning factor was well above
the acceptable level and warrants further study. In the Networking factor, Q28
with Q42, was found to have a negative correlation and also warrants further
study. For this study, a correlation between the errors for Q28 and Q42 specified
within the Mplus syntax.
A review of Item-total statistics revealed that no improvement in reliability
within the factors can be attained through the removal of any item, with one
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Table 19
Summary of Statistics by Factor for PWMB Scale
Statistic
Mean

PSY

AC

RM

PIC

RF

CAR

NET

DP

MS

EDO

4.00

4.36

4.22

3.26

4.25

3.81

3.69

3.78

3.77

3.94

SD

.55

.52

.74

.89

.66

.62

.76

.79

.76

.67

# of Items

19

4

4

6

5

25

5

9

3

8

Cronbach’s Alpha

.88

.67

.83

.81

.76

.91

.60

.90

.64

.80

Min.

--

.30

.51

.34

.37

--

-.12

.35

.27

.25

Max.

--

.40

.66

.52

.59

--

.35

.75

.45

.58

Inter-Item
Correlations

Note: N = 456; PSY = Psychosocial Category; AC = Acceptance-and-Confirmation; RM = Role Model; PIC =
Professional Issue Counseling; RF = Relationship Fundamentals; CAR = Career Category; NET =
Networking; DP = Development Planning; MS = Mentor Story-telling; EDO = Effective Development
Opportunities; α = .94 for PWMB scale overall

exception. The reliability coefficient of the Networking factor would be increased if
Q42 were removed. Item Q42 may warrant removal from the scale, however, it is
the only item in the PWMB scale aligned with Kram’s (1985) original conception of
the Friendship factor; for that reason, it was retained for this study, but warrants
consideration in future studies to determine if it functions better in differently in
different contexts or with other samples.
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Data Analysis
Analyses of data for research questions 2 through 7 were conducted in
accordance with information outlined in the Data Analyses Matrix. See Appendix
R for the Data Analyses Matrix. Results are reported in Chapter 4.
Demographic characteristics of sample. Participant factors were
collected as part of the survey process to understand the composition and
representativeness of the sample (Ary et al., 1996; Gall et al., 2007). Data
collected in the Mentoring Association, Autobiographical Memory, and Participant
Information sections of the questionnaire were analyzed to determine frequency
and percentage and reported in Chapter 4.
Description of PWMB results. Measures for frequency, central tendency
and variability statistics were calculated and reported by mentoring behavior (item
level), and mentoring function according to the 8-factor model.
Differences in PWMB results. The importance of mentoring behaviors
and mentoring functions as posited in the 8-factor model were analyzed by
protégé gender, mentor gender, the dyad, the protégé’s mentor group, protégé
decade of birth, and protégé experience as a mentor to others at the factor level
and the item level. To detect statistically significant differences at the factor level,
regression analyses were conducted, using Mplus v.7, to compare data across
the above-mentioned categories. To test for statistical significance (p < .05) of
item means differences by protégé gender, Kruskal-Wallis analyses were
conducted using SPSS v.21. Statistical significance of difference was tested
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using an a priori level of p < .05 for both the Kruskal-Wallis analyses and the
regression analyses, and were reported in Chapter 4.
Management of Ethical Concerns
To ensure all aspects of this study were planned and executed according
to ethical standards, the following steps were taken:
1. The researcher was current on all IRB educational requirements.
2. The study plan was submitted to the University of South Florida IRB panel
for review and approval prior to the onset of any and all research activities.
See Appendix S for IRB Approval Notification.
3. Once approved, the plan was followed and executed by the researcher and
any and all agents of the researcher.
Summary
The purpose of this chapter was to present the research methods and
procedures that were used to conduct the investigation into the perception of the
importance of mentoring functions to lifelong career development by individuals in
middle and late seasons of adulthood. The research design, population and
sample, collection of data procedures, CFA results, data analysis plan, and
management of ethical concerns were detailed as well as supported by the
research literature.
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Chapter 4
Findings
The purpose of this study was to investigate the importance of mentoring
functions and behaviors to lifelong career development as perceived by protégés
in middle to late adulthood. The study examined the following questions.
1. What are the validity and reliability estimates of the scores from the
Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB) scale?
2. Which mentoring functions and behaviors, as measured by the PWMB scale,
are perceived to be important to lifelong career development by former
protégés who are in the middle to late adulthood?
3. Do these perceptions differ by former protégé gender?
4. Do these perceptions differ by mentor gender?
5. Do these perceptions differ by the gender distribution of all individuals who
have mentored the former protégé?
6. Do these perceptions differ by former protégé age?
7. Do these perceptions differ by former protégés’ experience as a mentor to
others?
In the previous chapter, research question one was addressed. In this
chapter, findings for questions two to six are presented.
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Characteristics of Participants
The sample for this study was obtained using a chain-sample method. A
network of professional contacts, personally known to the researcher, termed
“Ambassadors,” each completed an online survey and invited 10 of their
professional contacts to participate in the study. Over approximately two months,
this data collection method yielded an adequate sample size (all respondents, N =
558). Data inspection of all responses revealed partial response sets (n = 38) and
respondents who were under 40 years of age (n = 17). After removing these
response sets from the data set, the final sample included all respondents (total =
503), protégés (N = 456), and PWMB completions (N = 456).
Ambassadors. The ambassador (n = 67, female = 52.2%) response rate
was high with 94.4% of those recruited agreeing to act as study Ambassadors. A
review of Table 20 data showed that, for all valid respondents (total = 503), the
number of valid respondents per ambassador ranged from 1 to 16 with a mean of
7.5 and mode of 8. Eight ambassadors exceeded the proposed maximum
response rate per ambassador of 11 (1 ambassador + 10 invites). Some
ambassadors communicated to the researcher that they extended more than 10
invitations to ensure that at least 10 responded to the survey, but that all
invitations were sent to individuals who met the target population description.
With respect to respondents who were protégés (N = 456), the number per
ambassador ranged from 1 to 15 (Table 20). The mean was 6.8 and the mode
was 8. The number of ambassadors whose response rate exceeded the
maximum was four, with two ambassadors associated with 12 respondents, one
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Table 20
Number of Respondents in Ascending Order by Ambassador
All Respondents

a

Respondents Who Had Been Protégés

b

Respondent Group
Size

Ambassador n per
Group Size

Respondent Group
Size

Ambassador n per
Group Size

1

1

1

3

2

1

2

1

3

4

3

5

4

9

4

6

5

6

5

8

6

6

6

6

7

2

7

9

8

14

8

15

9

8

9

3

10

4

10

4

11

4

11

12

5

12

13

1

13

14

0

14

15

1

15

16

1

16

a

Ambassador n = 67; Respondent total = 503;Group Size (Mean = 7.5, Mode = 8)
Ambassador n = 67; Respondent N = 456;Group Size (Mean = 6.8, Mode = 8)

b
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3
2
0
1
1
0

ambassador associated with 14 responses, and one ambassador associated with
15 responses.
Respondents. A total of 558 individuals participated in this study with a
response rate of 75.8%. Incomplete and invalid cases were removed from the
data set, and the resulting data were used for all analyses. The valid data set
included all respondents (total = 503), ambassadors (n = 67), protégés (N = 456),
and PWMB completions (N = 456).
Key demographic characteristics of all respondents are presented in Table 21.
Slightly more females (n = 262, 52.1%) than males (n = 238, 47.3%) participated
in this study. Most respondents of both genders (all = 90.6%, female = 91.2, male
= 89.9%) reported they had been a protégé within a mentoring association that
substantially impacted their lifelong career development.
With respect to all respondents’ decade of birth, an inspection of data
presented in Table 21 indicated that the range spanned from the 1920s to the
1970s. Over two-thirds of all respondents were born within a two-decade span:
the 1950s (33.9%) and the 1960s (36.5%). The proportion of female to male
respondents was approximately equal for the 1920s and for the 1950s, while the
proportion of male responses outpaced that of female for the 1930s, 1940s, and
1970s. A greater proportion of female than male respondents was tallied for
those born in the 1960s (female = 44.3%, male = 27.7%).
According to the data presented in Table 21, 32.0% of all respondents
reported having a high school or G.E.D. degree, while 55.9% of all respondents
reported having a B.S. or B.A. degree (female = 53.1%, male = 58.8%).
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Table 21
Demographic Characteristics of the Total Sample by All Respondent Gender
Characteristic
Was Mentored?
Yes
No
Decade of Birth
1920s
1930s
1940s
1950s
1960s
1970s
Level of Educationa
Some High
H.S. Deg. /
School
G.E.D.
Technical
A.S. or A.A.
Certificate
B.S. or or
B.A.
M.S. or M.A.
degree
M.B.A.
Ed.D.
Ph.D.
Worked in High
School
Yes
No
Worked in College
Yes
No
Birth Order
Only
Oldest
Middle
Youngest
Mentored Others
Yes
No

Female
n
%
262
52.1
239
91.2
23
8.8

Male

Total

n
238
214
24

%
47.3
89.9
10.1

n
500
453
47

%
100.0
90.6
9.4

2
9
31
88
116
16

0.8
3.4
11.8
33.6
44.3
6.1

2
27
37
82
66
24

0.8
11.3
15.5
34.5
27.7
10.1

5
36
68
170
182
40

1.0
7.2
13.5
33.9
36.5
8.0

3
73

1.1
27.9

10
86

4.2
36.1

13
159

2.6
32.0

25
30
139
70
25
5
7

9.5
11.5
53.1
26.7
9.5
1.9
2.7

22
34
140
51
30
2
18

9.2
14.3
58.8
21.4
12.6
0.8
7.6

47
64
281
121
55
7
25

9.3
12.7
55.9
24.3
10.9
1.4
5.0

204
58

77.9
22.1

226
12

95.0
5.0

432
70

86.1
13.9

239
23

91.2
8.8

228
10

95.8
4.2

470
33

93.4
6.6

22
85
69
85

8.4
32.6
26.4
32.6

16
84
83
54

6.8
35.4
35.0
22.8

38
169
153
141

7.6
33.7
30.5
28.0

240
22

91.6
8.4

219
19

92.0
8.0

462
41

91.8
8.2

Note: total = 503; Total percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding
a

Item directed respondents to select all that apply.
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Approximately one out of four reported having an M.S. or M.A. degree, 1 out of 10
reported having an M.B.A, and one out of four reported having a Ph.D.
Most respondents reported that they worked in high school (86.1%) and
college (93.4%), as evidenced in Table 21. A difference by gender in
work history in high school was suggested with 22.1% of females not working in
high school and only 5.0% of males not working in high school. By college, that
gap narrowed with 8.8% of females not working in college and 4.2% of males not
working.
A study of percentages for birth order for all respondents revealed that the
smallest proportion of respondents reported they were only children (all = 7.6%,
female = 8.4%, male = 6.8%). The proportion of responses for oldest children
accounted for approximately one-third of all responses and was distributed fairly
equally by gender (female = 32.6%, male 35.4%). An examination of data
suggested a difference by gender for respondents who reported they were a
middle child (all = 30.5%, female = 26.4%, male = 35.0%) and for those who
reported they were the youngest child (all = 28.0%, female = 32.6%, male =
22.8%).
Also in Table 21, data are presented for all respondents’ experience as a
mentor to others and the proportion by gender is approximately equal (all =
91.8%, female = 91.6%, male = 92.0%). A slightly greater proportion of all
respondents reported mentoring others (91.8%) than having received mentoring
themselves (90.6%).
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Mentor Association
Characteristics of the mentoring association are presented in Table 22.
Initiation. In this study, approximately one in seven (13.5%) mentoring
associations initiated as part of a formal program. Cross-gender relationships
were slightly more likely to be initiated within a formal program (female
mentor/male protégé = 17.6%; male mentor/female protégé = 18.0%) than in
same-gender relationships (female mentor/female protégé = 8.6%, male
mentor/male protégé = 13.3%). In 59.8%, the association began because the
protégé was in the mentor’s reporting line; this was more likely in male
mentor/female protégé dyads with 68.3% of protégé’s reporting the mentor was in
their reporting line.
Two of three mentoring associations began within the first 10 years of the
protégé’s career start. Approximately one in four (23.5%) of female mentor/male
protégé associations began in or before high school; across all dyads, this rate
was 7.5%. During the 11 to 20 years career period, 16.2% of the mentor
associations began; however, this rate is just 5.9% for female mentor/male
protégé dyads and 22.4% for female mentor/female protégé dyads.
Formality. A clear majority described their mentoring association as
informal. Just one in four protégés reported that most interactions were
scheduled and in female mentor/male protégé dyads that ratio dropped to one in
eight. While the mentor initiated most interactions (31.6%), 94.7% protégés
reported that the interactions felt more like a conversation than a formal meeting;
this result was approximately equal across all dyads.
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Table 22
Characteristics of Mentor Association by Dyad
Female Mentor
Characteristic

F. Protege
n
%

Male Mentor

M. Protege
n
%

F. Protege
n
%

M. Protege
n
%

Total
n

%

Dynamics of the Association
Formal
Program

10

8.6

3

17.6

22.

18.0

26

13.3

61

13.5

In Mentor’s
Reporting
Line

56

48.7

9

52.9

84

68.3

120

61.5

269

59.8

Interactions
Scheduled

33

29.2

2

12.5

32

26.9

43

22.4

110

25.0

Protégé
Initiated
Interactions

30

28.0

8

47.1

35

31.0

60

32.6

133

31.6

Interactions
felt formal

6

5.7

1

6.3

6

5.2

9

4.9

22

5.3

When Association Began
In or before
High School

8

6.9

4

23.5

6

4.9

16

8.2

34

7.5

College

8

6.9

0

0.0

9

7.3

19

9.7

36

8.0

First 5 Years
of Career

45

38.8

8

47.1

54

43.9

82

41.8

189

41.8

6-10 Years
Into Career

23

19.8

4

23.5

30

24.4

42

21.4

99

21.9

11-20 Years
Into Career

26

22.4

1

5.9

18

14.6

28

14.3

73

16.2

Note: N = 456; F. = Female; M. = Male; Total percentages may not equal 100 due
to rounding
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Extent of influence. Protégés were asked to rate the extent of influence
the mentoring association had on their career and on them “as a person.” An
inspection of data in Table 23 revealed that the majority (69.3%) of protégés
reported the association had a substantial influence on their career. Female
protégés with male mentors were more likely than any other dyad to report that
the association had an extraordinary influence on their career (22.1%). Seven of
10 protégés reported that the mentoring association had a substantial (51.2%) or
extraordinary (20.0%) influence on them “as a person.”
Research Question 2 Findings
Research question 2 was “Which mentoring functions and behaviors, as
measured by the PWMB scale, are perceived to be important to lifelong career
development by former protégés who are in the middle to late adulthood?”
Reliability and descriptives of factors. Using SPSS v. 21, Cronbach’s
alpha reliability coefficients were calculated for scale overall, the two categories
and for each factor in the 8-factor model. High levels of reliability were found for
the PWMB scale overall (44 items; α = .94). The reliability coefficient for the
Psychosocial category overall was .88 (19 items) indicating good reliability (Huck,
2000). The Psychosocial category comprised four factors and the reliability of
three indicated good reliability: Role Model (4 items, α = .83), Professional Issue
Counseling (6 items, α = .81), and Relationship Fundamentals (5 items, α =.76).
Given the low number of items, the reliability result for the fourth factor,
Acceptance-and-Confirmation (4 items, α = .67), was considered acceptable.
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Table 23
Extent of Influence of Mentor Association by Percentage Within Dyad
Characteristic

Female Mentor
F. Protege
M. Protege
n
n
%
%

Male Mentor
F. Protege
M. Protege
n
n
%
%

Total
n

%

Extent of Influence on Career
Extraordinary

18

15.5

0

0.0

27

22.1

35

17.9

80

17.8

Substantial

79

68.1

12

70.6

81

66.4

140

71.8

312

69.3

Moderate

19

16.4

5

29.4

12

9.8

18

9.2

54

12.0

Little

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

0.8

2

1.0

3

0.7

None

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

0.8

0

0.0

1

0.2

Extent of Influence on Protégé as a Person
Extraordinary

27

23.5

1

5.9

25

20.3

37

20.0

90

20.0

Substantial

54

47.0

9

52.9

63

51.2

105

51.2

231

51.2

Moderate

28

24.3

5

29.4

28

22.8

44

23.3

105

23.3

Little

6

5.2

2

11.8

7

5.7

8

5.1

23

5.1

None

0

0.0

0

0.0

0

0.00

2

1.0

2

0.4

Total

116

25.8

17

3.8

122

27.1

195

43.3

450

Note: N = 456; F. = Female M. = Male; Total percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding
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The Career category comprised four factors: Development Planning,
Mentor Story-telling, Effective Development Opportunities, and Networking.
Analyses indicated strong reliability for the category overall (25 items, α = .91)
according to Huck (2000). Good reliability was indicated for two factors:
Development Planning (9 items, α = .90) and Effective Development Opportunities
(8 items, α = .80). Mentor Story-telling (3 items, α = .64) and Networking (5 items,
α = .60) were found to have acceptable levels of reliability, given the low number
of items per factor.
Descriptive statistics were calculated for the 8-factor model using SPSS
v.21 for the scale overall, the two categories, and each factor; these are
presented in Table 24. The 8-factor model underlying the PWMB scale is based
on Kram’s (1985) mentoring categories and functions; unidimensionality is not
assumed for this model and results, therefore, are discussed at the category and
the factor level. The mean for the two categories was 4.00 (SD = 0.55) for
Psychosocial and 3.81 (SD = 0.62) for Career. The means of three factors were
greater than 4.00 with Acceptance-and- Confirmation (4.36, 4 items) ranking as
the factor perceived as most important to lifelong career development by
protégés. The Professional Issue Counseling factor was perceived as the least
important to lifelong career development (3.26, 6 items). Skewness for the scale
overall (-0.32) and for the two categories (Psychosocial = -0.61; Career = -0.37)
fell within the acceptable range (Huck, 2000). Skewness indicators for the
individual factors ranged from -1.36 (Role Model) to -0.17 (Professional Issue
Counseling. While six factors fell within the acceptable range, two factors fell
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Table 24
Scale Means by Category in Descending Order of Importance

PWMB Scale Overall
Psychosocial Category
Acceptance & Confirmation
Relationship Fundamentals
Role Model
Professional Issue Counseling
Career Category
Effective Development
Opportunities
Development Planning
Mentor Story-telling
Networking

Ma Range
3.90
2.94
4.00
3.42
4.36
2.75
4.25
3.67
4.22
4.00
3.26
4.00
3.81
3.05
3.94
3.50

SD Skew.
0.55
-.323
0.55
-.606
0.52
-.793
0.66 -1.211
0.74 -1.356
0.89
-.167
0.62
-.373
0.67
-.603

Kur.
-.102
.885
.626
2.072
2.508
-.478
-.194
.190

3.78
3.77
3.69

0.79
0.76
0.76

.005
.571
-.112

3.75
4.00
3.67

-.595
-.616
-.343

Note: N = 456; Skew. = Skewness; Kur. = Kurtosis
a
Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 = Very Important; 3 = Moderately Important; 2 = Slightly
Important; 1 = Not At All Important

outside the acceptable range (Role Model =1.4, Relationship Fundamentals =
-1.2). Kurtosis scores for the scale overall (-0.10), the two categories
(Psychosocial = 0.89, Career = -0.19), and for six factors
fell within the acceptable range (Huck, 2000). The two remaining factors were
found to be leptokurtic (Role Model = 2.51, Relationship Fundamentals = 2.07).
Item descriptive statistics. Item descriptive statistics were calculated
using SPSS v. 21. See Appendix T for Item Descriptive Statistics by Function for
PWMB Scale (8-factor Model). Mean scores ranged from 2.89 (Q37, The
individual encouraged me to talk openly about anxiety that detracted from my
work.) to 4.58 (Q40, The individual conveyed respect for me as an individual.).
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Standard deviations of the items ranged from 0.62 to 1.33. The distributions of all
44 items (100%) were negatively skewed and 16 item distributions registered nonnormal levels (-2.16 to -1.02). An examination of data indicated that 33 of 44 item
distributions fell within acceptable kurtosis levels. Eight item distributions were
leptokurtic (2.07 to 6.14) and three were platykurtic (-1.11 to 01.09).
The top quartile of item means in descending order is presented in Table
25, with the range spanning 3.97 to 4.58. Seven of 11 items in the top quartile are
from factors within the Psychosocial category with three items from the
Acceptance-and-Confirmation factor and two items each from the Role Model and
Relationship Fundamentals factors. Two factors from the Career category were
represented in the top quartile with three items from the Effective Development
Opportunities factor and one item from the Networking factor.
An examination of data in Table 26 revealed that only one Psychosocial
factor, Professional Issue Counseling, is present in the bottom quartile of items
means and five of its six items fall into this category. The remaining five items in
the bottom quartile came from three factors in the Career category (Networking, 2
items; Mentor Story-telling, 1 item; Effective Development Opportunities, 3 items).
Development Planning had no items in this category.
The Likert-type scale used in the PWMB scale ranged from Exceptionally
Important to Not At All Important and an option of Not Applicable was added
during the pilot test for mentoring behaviors that were not present in the mentoring
association being described by the respondent (though this association had been
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Table 25
Top Quartile of Item Means in Descending Order
Item

Factor

Ma

SD Skew.

Kur.

Q40 conveyed respect for me as an
individual.

Relationship
Fundamentals

4.58

0.70

-2.16

6.14

Q13 expressed confidence in my ability to
master new skills required to move
forward.

Acceptance &
Confirmation

4.56

0.62

-1.51

3.28

Q38 acted in ways that built trust.

Relationship
Fundamentals

4.50

0.71

-1.59

3.38

Q8 challenged me to pursue high work
performance.

Acceptance &
Confirmation

4.42

0.71

-1.15

1.33

Q20 acted in ways I respected.

Role Model

4.41

0.82

-1.72

3.48

Q22 provided opportunities to gain new
knowledge.

Effective
Development
Opportunities

4.35

0.75

-1.03

0.86

Q2 encouraged me when I tried new
things.

Acceptance &
Confirmation

4.33

0.67

-0.66

-0.16

Q7 demonstrated work-related
attitudes/values with which I agreed.

Role Model

4.30

0.77

-1.36

2.77

Q4 encouraged me to assume
responsibilities that increased my contact
with others who could influence my career
advancement.

Networking

4.30

0.89

-1.56

2.77

Effective
Development
Opportunities

4.27

0.86

-1.09

0.76

Q35 provided opportunities to learn new
skills.

Effective
3.97
0.94
-0.98
1.10
Development
Opportunities
Note: N = 456, Skew. = Skewness; Kur. = Kurtosis
a
Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 = Very Important; 3 = Moderately Important; 2 = Slightly
Important; 1 = Not At All Important
Q41 gave me feedback regarding
performance in my current job.
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Table 26
Bottom Quartile of Item Means in Ascending Order
Item

Factor

Ma

SD

Skew.

Kur.

Q37 encouraged me to talk openly about
anxiety that detracted from my work.

Professional
Issue
Counseling

2.89

1.30

-0.03

-1.10

Q26 discussed my questions/concerns
regarding conflicts between work and
family.

Professional
Issues
Counseling

2.94

1.26

-0.04

-1.09

Q42 interacted with me socially outside of
work.

Networking

3.05

1.33

-0.10

-1.11

Q43 discussed my questions/ concerns
regarding relationships with peers.

Professional
Issue
Counseling

3.23

1.16

-0.24

-0.67

Q5 invited me to join him/her for workrelated lunches or dinners.

Networking

3.33

1.29

-0.39

-0.92

Q1 shared his/her career history with me.

Mentor Storytelling

3.38

1.09

-0.41

-0.45

Q27 asked me for suggestions concerning
problems encountered at work.

Professional
Issue
Counseling

3.38

1.12

-0.51

-0.49

Professional
Q32 discussed questions/concerns
regarding my commitment to advancement. Issue
Counseling

3.45

1.07

-0.47

-0.32

3.46

1.12

-0.36

-0.68

Q11 helped me to complete projects/tasks
that otherwise would have been difficult to
complete

Effective
Development
Opportunities

Effective
3.46
1.24
-0.65
-0.42
Development
Opportunities
Effective
Q23 addressed risks that could have
3.47
1.16
-0.45
-0.59
Development
threatened my career advancement.
Opportunities
Note: N = 456, Skew. = Skewness; Kur. = Kurtosis
a
Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 = Very Important; 3 = Moderately Important; 2 = Slightly
Important; 1 = Not At All Important
Q36 facilitated access to opportunities for
lateral career advancement.
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selected by respondents because they identified as having had a “substantial”
impact on their lifelong career development). A Not Applicable response, then,
suggests that the discrete mentoring behavior was not essential for the
association to be perceived as having a substantial impact on lifelong career
development. The top quartile of Not Applicable responses in descending order
are presented in Table 27. Three items had over 100 Not Applicable responses;
they were Q36 (The individual facilitated access to opportunities for lateral career
advancement.), Q26 (The individual discussed my questions/concerns regarding
conflicts between work and family.), and Q37 (The individual encouraged me to
talk openly about anxiety that detracted from my work.). All six items from the
Professional Issue Counseling factor (Psychosocial category) were in the top
quartile of Not Applicable responses. The remaining items included three of five
items (Q5, Q28, Q42) from the Networking factor (Career category) and two of
eight (Q23, Q36) from the Effective Development Opportunities factor (Career
category). Overall, 9 of 11 items in the top quartile of Not Applicable responses
also fell into the bottom quartile of item means (see Table 26) suggesting that
individuals who did experience these mentoring behaviors rated them lower in
importance to lifelong career development than most other items in the PWMB
scale. By contrast, Q28 (The individual gave me projects that increased my
contact with key colleagues.) from the Networking factor was rated as
Exceptionally Important or Very Important by three of four respondents who did
experience this mentoring behavior. Table 28 presents the bottom quartile of Not
Applicable responses, and therefore the mentoring behaviors which were reported
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Table 27
Top Quartile of Not Applicable Responses in Descending Order
Scale Responses
Item

Factor
N/A
n
119

5
%

4
%

3
%

21.0

35.0

25.5

2
%
6.4

1
%

M

12.2

3.46

Q36 facilitated access to
opportunities for lateral career
advancement.

Effective
Development
Opportunities

Q26 discussed my
questions/concerns regarding
conflicts between work and
family.

Professional
Issues
Counseling

111

11.1

26.9

23.1

22.5 16.4

2.94

Q37 encouraged me to talk
openly about anxiety that
detracted from my work.

Professional
Issues
Counseling

111

12.0

23.6

26.5

17.5

20.4

2.89

Networking

86

16.7

23.2

25.4

17.5

17.2

3.05

Q27 asked me for suggestions
concerning problems
encountered at work.

Professional
Issues
Counseling

82

13.8

40.1

23.8

15.2

7.0

3.38

Q10 discussed my
questions/concerns regarding
relationships with supervisors.

Professional
Issues
Counseling

80

22.4

35.6

25.1

11.6

5.4

3.58

Networking

77

20.6

30.7

21.7

14.7

12.3

3.33

Q32 discussed questions/
concerns regarding my
commitment to advancement.

Professional
Issue
Counseling

74

15.6

37.2

29.0

12.7

5.5

3.45

Q28 gave me projects that
increased my contact with key
colleagues.

Networking

73

33.2

41.4

15.8

6.3

3.2

3.95

Q23 addressed risks that could
have threatened my career
advancement.

Effective
Development
Opportunities

67

20.3

34.0

24.9

14.3

6.5

3.47

64

14.6

27.9

32.3

16.2

9.0

3.23

Q42 interacted with me socially
outside of work.

Q5 invited me to join him/her for
work-related lunches or dinners.

Q43 discussed my questions/
Professional
concerns regarding relationships Issue
with peers.
Counseling

Note: N = 456; N/A = Not Applicable; Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 = Very Important; 3 =
Moderately Important; 2 = Slightly Important; 1 = Not At All Important
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Table 28
Bottom Quartile of Not Applicable Responses in Ascending Order
Scale Responses
Item

Factor
N/A
n

5
%

4
%

3
%

2
%

1
%

M

Q40 conveyed respect for me as Relationship
an individual.
Fundamentals

2

67.2

26.6

4.4

0.9

0.9 4.58

Q13 expressed confidence in my Acceptance &
ability to master new skills
Confirmation
required to move forward.

3

62.0

33.6

3.6

0.7

0.2 4.56

Q20 acted in ways I respected.

Role Model

3

55.9

33.9

6.4

2.4

1.3 4.41

Q7 demonstrated work-related
attitudes/values with which I
agreed.

Role Model

4

44.0

46.0

6.7

2.4

0.9 4.30

Q2 encouraged me when I tried
new things.

Acceptance &
Confirmation

5

42.8

47.9

8.5

0.9

0.0 4.33

Q3 modeled behaviors that I
could imitate.

Role Model

5

44.6

38.6

11.6

2.7

2.5 4.20

Q15 demonstrated good
listening skills in our
conversations.

Relationship
Fundamentals

5

41.0

43.2

12.2

2.9

0.7 4.21

Q18 conveyed empathy for my
concerns and feelings.

Relationship
Fundamentals

5

29.5

41.2

19.5

6.9

2.9 3.87

Q38 acted in ways that built
trust.

Relationship
Fundamentals

7

60.3

31.3

7.4

0.4

0.7 4.50

Q1 shared his/her career history Mentor
with me.
Story-telling

8

14.3

36.0

29.1

14.5

6.0

3.38

Q8 challenged me to pursue
high work performance.

Acceptance &
Confirmation

9

53.5

36.6

8.5

1.1

0.2 4.42

Q4 encouraged me to assume
responsibilities that increased
my contact with others who
could influence my career
advancement.

Networking

9

20.6

30.7

21.7

14.7

12.3 4.30

Note: N = 456; N/A = Not Applicable; Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 = Very Important; 3 =
Moderately Important; 2 = Slightly Important; 1 = Not At All Important
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as most often present in the mentoring associations described by the protégés as
having a substantial impact on lifelong career development. Only two items from
the Career category were in the bottom quartile of number of Not Applicable
responses. Eight respondents (1.8%) selected Not Applicable for Q1 (The
individual shared his/her career history with me.) from the Mentor Story-telling
factor and nine respondents (2.0%) selected Not Applicable for Q4 (The individual
encouraged me to assume responsibilities that increased my contact with others
who could influence my career advancement.). Of the remaining nine items, four
items (Q15, Q18, Q38, Q40) came from the Relationship Fundamentals factor,
three items (Q2, Q8, Q13) from the Acceptance-and-Confirmation factor, and
three items (Q3, Q7, Q20) from the Role Model factor. Overall, 8 of the 11 items
(Q2, Q4, Q7, Q8, Q13, Q20, Q38, Q40) in the bottom quartile of number of Not
Applicable responses were also in the top quartile of item means, suggesting that
these items were not only present in most of the mentoring associations described
in this study, but were also rated as more important than other items in the PWMB
scale. Seven of these shared items are from the Psychosocial category; the one
shared item from the Career category was from the Networking factor (Q4, The
individual encouraged me to assume responsibilities that increased my contact
with others who could influence my career.).
Research Question 3 Findings
Research question 3 was “Do these perceptions differ by former protégé
gender?”
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Protégé demographics. Key demographic characteristics for respondents
who reported they were protégés (and therefore completed the PWMB scale) are
reflected in Table 29. Though the actual count of protégés was 456, the analyses
were conducted with SPSS v.21 and 3 cases were deleted by the application in its
handling of missing data.. The range of decades of birth spanned from the 1920s
(0.7%) to the 1970s (8.4%). Most respondents reported they were born within a
two decade span: the 1950s (all = 34.4%, female = 33.9%, male = 35.0%) and
the 1960s (all = 35.3%, female = 43.9%, male = 25.7%). The proportion of male
respondents exceeded that for females for the 1930s (all = 7.3%, female = 3.3%,
male = 11.7%), the 1940s (all = 13.9%, female = 11.3%, male = 16.8%), and the
1970s (all = 8.4%, female = 6.7%, male = 10.3%). The proportion of female
respondents exceeded that for male respondents for those born in the 1960s (all
= 35.3%, female = 43.9%, male = 25.7%).
Regarding birth order, respondents who reported they are oldest children
comprised the largest proportion overall and in each gender (all = 35.0%, female
= 34.0%, male = 36.2%). The smallest category overall and in each gender was
only. While the proportion for middle and youngest child was exactly the same (n
= 128, 28.4%), an inspection of data suggested a difference by gender. For those
reporting they were a middle child, male respondents (32.9%) outpaced females
(24.4%). The opposite was true for those who reported they were the youngest
child (female = 32.4%, male = 23.9%).
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Table 29
Key Demographic Characteristics of the Mentored Sample by Protégé Gender

Characteristic

Female

Male

Total

n

%

n

%

n
453

%

1920s

2

0.8

1

0.5

3

0.7

1930s

8

3.3

25

11.7

33

7.3

1940s

27

11.3

36

16.8

63

13.9

1950s

81

33.9

75

35.0

156

34.4

1960s

105

43.9

55

25.7

160

35.3

1970s

16

6.7

22

10.3

38

8.4

Only

22

9.2

15

7.0

37

8.2

Oldest

81

34.0

77

36.2

158

35.0

Middle

58

24.4

70

32.9

128

28.4

Youngest

77

32.4

51

23.9

128

28.4

Yes

223

93.3

204

95.3

427

94.3

No

16

6.7

10

4.7

26

5.7

Decade of Birth

Birth Order

Mentored Others

Note: N = 453, Female = 239, Male = 214; Total percentages may not equal
100 due to rounding
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reported mentoring of others was approximately equal by gender, according to
Table 29 data. Overall, 94.3% of respondents reported they have mentored
others, with females reporting 93.3% and males reporting 95.3%.
Protégé vs. non-protégé. Table 30 contains data showing demographic
characteristics of those who identified themselves as protégés in an association
that had a substantial impact on their lifelong career development as compared to
individuals who reported they had not been protégés in such an association.
Overall, 9 of 10 (90.6%) respondents identified themselves as protégés within an
impactful mentoring association, and this ratio was approximately equal by
gender. Respondents who were born in the 1920s (80.6%) were least likely to
identify themselves as protégés while respondents born in the 1970s (95.0%)
were most likely. Individuals who were above average in height were no more
likely to identify themselves as protégés than the respondents overall. With
respect to education level, individuals with an M.B.A. (83.6%) were less likely to
say they had been a protégé within an impactful association while individuals with
Ed.D’s (100.0%) and Ph.D’s (96.0%) were more likely to report such an
association. Individuals who worked in high school or college were no more likely
to be involved as protégés, however, an inspection of the data did suggest some
variance according to birth order. Individuals who identified themselves as only
children (97.4%) were more likely to have been protégés within a mentoring
association that made a difference in their lifelong career development than were
those who identified themselves as middle children (84.3%). Finally, a review of
the data in Table 30 suggested that the experience of having been a protégé
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Table 30
Demographic Characteristics of the Total Sample by Whether Mentored
Characteristic

Mentored? Yes
n
%

Mentored? No
n
%

Gender of Protégé
Female
239
91.2
23
Male
214
89.9
24
Decade of Birth
1920s
4
80.6
1
1930s
33
91.7
3
1940s
63
92.6
5
1950s
156
91.8
14
1960s
161
88.0
22
1970s
38
95.0
2
Height
Female over 5’6”
65
90.3
7
Male over 5’11”
84
90.3
9
Level of Education
Some High School
12
92.3
1
High School/GED
147
91.3
14
Technical Certificate or
45
95.7
2
//GedDegree
degree or G.E.D.
A.S. or A.A.
59
92.2
5
B.S. or B.A.
255
90.7
26
M.S. or M.A.
115
94.3
7
M.B.A.
46
83.6
9
Ed.D.
7
100.0
0
Ph.D.
24
96.0
1
Worked in High School
Yes
394
91.0
39
No
62
88.6
8
Worked in College
Yes
426
90.6
44
No
30
90.9
3
Birth Order
Only
37
97.4
1
Oldest
158
93.5
11
Middle
129
84.3
24
Youngest
130
92.2
11
Mentored Others
Yes
430
93.1
32
No
26
63.4
15
Note: N = 453: Total percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding
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Total
n
%

8.8
10.1

262
238

52.4
47.6

20.1
8.3
7.4
8.2
12.0
5.0

5
36
68
170
183
40

1.0
7.2
13.5
33.9
36.5
8.0

9.7
9.8

72
93

27.5
39.1

7.7
8.7
4.3

13
161
47

2.6
32.0
9.3

7.8
9.3
5.7
16.4
0.0
4.0

64
281
122
55
7
25

12.7
55.9
24.3
10.9
1.4
5.0

9.0
11.4

433
70

86.1
13.9

9.4
9.1

470
33

93.4
6.6

2.6
6.5
15.7
7.8

38
169
153
141

7.6
33.7
30.5
28.0

6.9
36.6

462
41

91.8
8.2

increased the likelihood that an individual will serve as a mentor to others; only
6.9% of those who identified themselves as non-protégés reported that they
mentored others as compared to 93.1% of those who identify themselves as
former protégés.
Item differences by protégé gender. To test for statistical significance
(p < .05) of item differences by protégé gender, Kruskal-Wallis analyses were
conducted using SPSS v.21. See Table 31 for Item Differences for Independent
Variables. According to Gall et al. (2007), Kruskal-Wallis is the recommended
analysis of variance when concerns about the shape of the distribution and/or
homogeneity of variance exist. Huck (2000) explained that the null hypothesis
used for the Kruskal-Wallis test is that the populations for the study comparison
groups are identical with respect to the distributions on the continuous variable
and a rejection of H0 indicates a difference in mean, median, or another measure
of shift. When multiple groups are tested, Kruskal-Wallis does not indicate which
group differs from the others, simply that a difference exists (Huck, 2000). Given
that the analyses of significance for mentoring behaviors were based, by definition
on one indicator (one item) and the relatively small sample size (N = 456), results
should be interpreted with some caution (Gall et al., 2007).
According to data presented in Table 31, statistical significance for item
differences by protégé gender existed (p < .05) for 28 of 44 items (63.6%). In the
Acceptance-and-Confirmation factor, significance was indicated for three items
(Q2, .000; Q8, 040; Q13, .016) while one item (Q33, The individual challenged me
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Table 31
Item Differences For Independent Variables
Item
#

Item by Factor

Kruskal-Wallis Test for Independent Variables*
Protégé
Gender

Mentor
Gender

Dyad

Mentor
Group

Decade Mentore
of Birth d Others

Psychosocial Category
Acceptance & Confirmation
Q2

encouraged me when I tried new
things.

.000

.970

.000

.038

.525

.413

Q8

challenged me to pursue high work
performance.

.040

.021

.000

.048

.940

.915

Q13

expressed confidence in my ability to
master new skills required to move
forward.

.016

.407

.121

.006

.246

.795

Q33

challenged me to set high goals.

.323

.099

.103

.306

.913

.959

Role Model
Q3

modeled behaviors that I could imitate.

.292

.242

.710

.001

.107

.157

Q7

demonstrated work-related
attitudes/values with which I agreed.

.139

.964

.439

.172

.507

.298

Q17

modeled what I wanted to become.

.063

.122

.055

.074

.718

.624

Q20

acted in ways I respected.

.480

.386

.440

.359

.963

.664

Professional Issue Counseling
Q10

discussed my questions/concerns
regarding relationships with
supervisors.

.009

.203

.057

.324

.431

.191

Q26

discussed my questions/concerns
regarding conflicts between work and
family.

.030

.223

.215

.679

.032

.459

Q27

asked me for suggestions concerning
problems encountered at work.

.409

.724

.904

.877

.009

.835

Q32

discussed questions/concerns
regarding my commitment to
advancement.

.032

.859

.099

.803

.634

.513

Q37

encouraged me to talk openly about
anxiety that detracted from my work.

.013

.094

.087

.065

.440

.946

Table 31 (continued)
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Table 31 (continued)
Item
#

Kruskal-Wallis Test for Independent Variables*
Item by Factor

discussed my questions/concerns
Q43 regarding relationships with peers.

Protégé Mentor
Mentor
Dyad
Gender Gender
Group

Decade
of Birth

Mentored
Others

.822

.587

.936

.576

.779

.420

demonstrated good listening skills in our
Q15 conversations.

.012

.109

.084

.067

.457

.776

conveyed empathy for my concerns and
Q18 feelings.

.002

.001

.004

.007

.986

.550

kept the feelings and doubts I shared in
Q30 strict confidence.

.002

.299

.013

.300

.250

.477

Q38 acted in ways that built trust.

.108

.800

.487

.212

.801

.831

Q40 conveyed respect for me as an individual.

.090

.800

.189

.226

.801

.598

encouraged me to assume responsibilities
Q4 that increased my contact with others who
could influence my career advancement.

.000

.412

.005

.691

.739

.241

invited me to join him/her for work-related
Q5 lunches or dinners.

.661

.872

.558

.322

.010

.518

helped me expand my professional
Q14 network.

.370

.919

.802

.130

.160

.534

gave me projects that increased my
Q28 contact with key colleagues.

.000

.076

.000

.229

.063

.751

interacted with me socially outside of
Q42 work.

.063

.919

.027

.865

.583

.671

encouraged me to identify specific
Q6 professional development goals.

.007

.853

.032

.027

.015

.207

provided information about developmental
Q12 areas I needed to address to move
forward.

.000

.416

.001

.204

.011

.063

Relationship Fundamentals

Career Category
Networking

Development Planning

Table 31 (continued)
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Table 31 (continued)
Kruskal-Wallis Test for Independent Variables*

Item
#

Item by Factor

Protégé Mentor
Mentor
Dyad
Gender Gender
Group

Decade
of Birth

Mentored
Others

suggested ways to address
Q19 developmental areas which were barriers
to moving forward.

.001

.014

.009

.015

.031

.086

discussed my questions/concerns
Q21 regarding level of competence.

.004

.032

.019

.007

.249

.523

suggested specific strategies to
Q24 accomplish work objectives.

.035

.995

.052

.345

.274

.639

encouraged me to identify developmental
Q25 areas I needed to address to move
forward.

.010

.358

.096

.483

.409

.838

suggested specific strategies for
Q29 achieving my career goals.

.021

.650

.070

.753

.094

.216

encouraged me to seek out ways to
Q31 address developmental areas which were
barriers to moving forward.

.013

.124

.136

.394

.635

.716

encouraged me to prepare for career
Q39 advancement.

.013

.632

.046

.183

.426

.211

.931

.598

.712

.652

.052

.541

Q16 shared work-related ideas with me.

.000

.044

.002

.236

.014

.835

shared personal experiences to provide
Q34 an alternative perspective to my
problems.

.063

.707

.364

.196

.015

.492

facilitated access to opportunities for
promotion.

.001

.876

.001

.079

.434

.696

helped me to complete projects/tasks that
Q11 otherwise would have been difficult to
complete.

.053

.389

.151

.411

.369

.055

provided opportunities to gain new
Q22 knowledge.

.000

.269

.002

.029

.170

.774

addressed risks that could have
Q23 threatened my career advancement.

.001

.183

.011

.001

.156

.868

Q35 provided opportunities to learn new skills.

.000

.410

.000

.357

.590

.557

Mentor Story-telling
Q1

shared his/her career history with me.

Effective Development Opportunities
Q9

Table 31 (continued)
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Table 31 (continued)
Item
#

Kruskal-Wallis Test for Independent Variables*
Item by Factor

Protégé Mentor
Mentor
Dyad
Gender Gender
Group

Decade
of Birth

Mentored
Others

facilitated access to opportunities for
Q36 lateral career advancement.

.000

.178

.000

.034

.019

.669

gave me feedback regarding
Q41 performance in my current job.

.000

.389

.001

.004

.026

.782

provided practical experiences to master
Q44 new skills required to move forward.

.475

.566

.609

.859

.581

.972

Note: *p < .05; asymptotic significances are displayed

to set high goals.) was found to have no significant difference by protégé gender.
In the Role Model factor, analysis suggested no significant difference by protégé
gender in any item. Data indicated that four of six items in the Professional Issue
Counseling factor (Q10, .009; Q26, .030; Q32, .032; Q37, 0.13) and three items
in the Relationship Fundamentals factor (Q15, .012; Q18, .002; Q30, .002)
differed by protégé gender.
With respect to the Career category, the data in Table 31 indicated that
every item in the Development Planning factor differed significantly (p < .05) by
protégé gender. The majority of items in the Networking factor and Mentor-Storytelling did not significantly differ by protégé gender. In the Networking factor only
two items (Q4, .000; Q28, .000) exhibited significant differences while in Mentor
Story-telling, just one item (Q16, .000) exhibited significant difference. Six of eight
items from the Effective Development Opportunities factor registered a significant
difference by gender (Q9, .001; Q22, .000; Q23, .001; Q35, .000; Q36, .000, Q41,
.000).
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Data cited in Appendix U, Item Differences by Protégé Gender, yielded
additional information regarding similarities and differences by protégé gender
through a side-by-side comparison of item means. Females endorsed 43 of 44
items higher than their male counterparts. It is beyond the scope of this study to
isolate why females endorsed the items higher (Was the mentoring association
more important to the lifelong career development of females than to that of
males? Were females more aware of the contribution the mentor made to their
lifelong career development? Did the female protégés simply scale higher than
their male counterparts?), however it does warrant further research.
The one exception to the higher female endorsement pattern was Q42 in
the Career category/ Networking factor which reads The individual interacted with
me socially outside of work. This anomaly may be explained by a gender
difference in the understanding of the word “socially” surfaced in a review of
comments made by respondents during the cognitive interviewing and pilot stages
of the PWMB scale development. When asked what they thought of when this
question was read, males protégés recalled being invited to sporting events or
participating in golf tournaments and interacting with influential people in their
industry or organization. In the PWMB scale, items are rated by how important
the item is to lifelong career development; participating in activities like golf
tournaments and sporting events are well-established means to expand an
individual’s visibility, network of influencers, and for the individual to master the art
of negotiation on the green. The activities recalled by the female protégés by
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contrast, (sharing dinners, meeting friends and family) were described as
strengthening the connection with the individual mentor.
An inspection of item means in Appendix U indicated that both genders
rated the same three items as first (Q40, The individual conveyed respect for me
as an individual.), second (Q13, The individual expressed confidence in my ability
to master new skills required to move forward.), and third (Q38, The individual
acted in ways that built trust.). Seven of the remaining eight items in the top
quartile were shared by both genders, though the ranking differed. The item
included in the top quartile by item mean of males, but not females was Q3, The
individual modeled behaviors that I could imitate. The item included in the top
quartile for females and not males was Q41, The individual gave me feedback
regarding performance in my current job.
The data in Appendix U also suggested a shared perspective with respect
to the bottom quartile of item means by protégé gender. Across gender, 10 of 11
items were rated in the bottom quartile by item mean, though the ranking within
the quartile differed; five items came from the Professional Issue Counseling
factor, two from the Networking factor, two from the Effective Development
Opportunities factor and one from Mentor Story-telling. The one item scoring in
the bottom quartile by males and not females was Q36, The individual facilitated
access to opportunities for lateral career advancement. The one item scoring in
the bottom quartile by females and not males was Q10, The individual discussed
questions/concerns regarding relationships with supervisors.
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Factor differences by protégé gender. To determine if differences
existed at the factor level by protégé gender, regression analysis was conducted
using Mplus v.7. In Table 32, results are presented with significant differences
estimates were positive. Significant differences (p < .05 and p < .01) were noted
in bold font. In this analysis, female was coded as 1 and male as 0, therefore
positive estimates indicated higher endorsement of the factor by female protégés
than by male protégés and an inspection of data revealed significant differences
all the Career category and for three of four factors within the Psychosocial
category.
Research Question 4 Findings
Research question 4 was “Do these perceptions differ by mentor gender?”
An inspection of data cited in Table 33 revealed that when asked to consider an
association that had a substantial impact on their lifelong career development,
approximately one in three protégés identified and described a mentoring
association with a female mentor. Of those, the vast majority (n = 116) were
identified by female protégés. Only 3.8% (n = 17) of all respondents described an
association with a female mentor and a male protégé. Associations with male
mentors were described by 70.6% (n = 319, female protégé = 123, male protégé
= 196) of the protégés. The identification of male mentors outpaced that of
female mentors in every decade except the 1920s; of these three respondents,
two identified female mentors and both protégés were female.
With respect to birth order and selection of a mentor, data in Table 33
suggested no difference by mentor gender except for in the female mentor/male
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Table 32
Regression Results of Factors by Protégé Gender
Statistic

AC

Estimate
Standard Error

RM
.229** .135
0.069 0.083

PIC
RF
NET
DP
MS
.202** .234** .169*
.244** .138*
0.079 0.082 0.071 0.075 0.065

EDO
.252**
0.056

Note: Estimates are unstandardized; AC = Acceptance-and-Confirmation; RM = Role Model; PIC =
Professional Issue Counseling; RF = Relationship Fundamentals; NET = Networking; DP = Development
Planning; MS = Mentor Story-telling; EDO = Effective Development Opportunities; Positive estimates
indicate a higher endorsement by females protégés. Negative estimates indicate a higher endorsement by
male protégés.
*p < .05; **p < .01; Significant results shown in bold font

protégé dyad. Male protégés who identified their association with a female
mentor as having made a substantial contribution to their lifelong career
development were more likely to be the oldest sibling (52.9%) than any other birth
order category (Only = 11.8%; Middle = 29.4%; Youngest = 5.9%). Concerning
the likelihood of protégés acting as a mentor to others, female protégés, data
indicated, are just as likely to have mentored others regardless of the gender of
the mentor they described in this study (female mentor = 93.1%, male mentor =
93.5%). Some difference, however, is suggested by the mentor
gender for male protégés. Male protégés who described associations with a male
mentor (96.4%) were more likely to report they had mentored others than male
protégés who described an association with a female mentor (82.4%).
Mentor’s initial connection to protégé. Table 34 presents data
concerning the mentors’ initial connection to protégés. Respondents were
directed to check all descriptors that applied to the mentoring association
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Table 33
Key Demographic Characteristics of Mentored Sample by Dyad
Female Mentor
Characteristic

F. Protégé
n
%

Male Mentor

M. Protege
n
%

F. Protégé
n
%

Total

M. Protege
n
%

n

%

Decade of
Birth
1920s

2

1.7

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

0.5

3

0.7

1930s

5

4.3

2

11.8

3

2.4

23

11.7

33

7.3

1940s

11

9.5

1

5.9

15

12.2

35

17.9

62

13.7

1950s

39

33.6

7

41.2

42

34.1

68

34.7

156

34.5

1960s

51

44.0

3

17.6

55

44.7

51

26.0

160

35.4

1970s

8

6.9

4

23.5

8

6.5

18

9.2

38

8.4

Birth Order
Only

11

9.6

2

11.8

11

8.9

13

6.7

37

8.2

Oldest

39

33.9

9

52.9

43

35.0

67

34.4
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35.1

Middle

26

22.6

5

29.4

32

26.0

65

33.3

128

28.4

Youngest

39

33.9

1

5.9

37

30.1

50

25.6

127

28.2

108

93.1

14

82.4

115

93.5

189

96.4

426

94.2

8

6.9

3

17.6

8

6.5

7

3.6

26

5.8

116

25.7

17

3.8

123

27.2

196

43.4

452

100

Mentored
Others
Yes
No
Total

Note: N = 456; Total n may not equal 456 due to missing data; Total percentages may not equal
100 due to rounding; F. = Female; M. = Male
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Table 34
Numbers and Percentages of Mentor’s Initial Connection to Protégé by Dyad
Female Mentor
Initial Connection
Professor/
Teacher

F. Protege
n
%

Male Mentor

M. Protege
n
%

F. Protege
n
%

Total

M. Protege
n
%

n

%

9

7.8

3

17.6

14

11.4

28

14.3

54

11.9

19

16.4

2

11.8

5

4.1

25

12.8

51

11.3

7

6.0

1

5.9

7

3.1

6

4.6

21

4.6

0

0.0

1

5.9

0

0.0

0

0.0

1

0.2

1

0.9

0

0.0

1

0.8

2

1.0

4

0.9

17

14.7

3

17.6

6

4.9

14

8.8

40

8.8

Leader in my
Organization

62

53.4

10

58.8

87

70.7

123

62.8

282

62.4

Leader in my
Other Org.

8

6.9

0

0.0

5

4.1

15

7.7

28

6.2

13

11.2

1

5.9

9

7.3

25

12.8

48

10.6

Friend

Relative

High School
Alumnus

College Alumnus

Peer

Fellow Member
of Professional or
Industry Org.
Total

116

17

123

196

452

Note: N = 456; Total n may not equal 456 due to missing data; Respondents were directed to check
all descriptors that applied, therefore total percentages will not equal 100; F. = Female; M. = Male;
Org. = Organization
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they were describing. For both male and female mentors, the majority of
associations began when the mentor was a leader in the proteges’ organization.
This was more likely in male mentor/female protégé dyads (70.7%). For female
mentors, the second and third most common initial connections were Friend
(18.6%) and Peer (17.7%) respectively. For male mentors, the second and third
most common initial connections were Professor/Teacher (13.2%) and Fellow
Member of Professional or Industry Organization (10.7%).
Mentor’s characteristics as compared to protégé. The mentors’
characteristics as compared to those of the protégé are shown in Table 35.
Respondents were directed to check all descriptors that applied to the mentoring
association they were describing. Seven of 10 protégés described their mentor as
higher ranking (71.2%), older in years (73.5%), and more experienced in their
industry (71.0%). Within the female mentor/female protégé dyad, 6 in 10 protégés
described the mentor as older in years (62.9%), more experienced in industry
(64.7%) and more experienced in the specific organization (61.2%). In this dyad,
the mentor was least likely to be described as well-known (35.3%). Within the
female mentor/male dyad, the mentor was most likely to be described as older in
years (76.5%), more experienced in the specific organization (70.6%), and higher
ranking (64.7%) and was least likely to be described as more influential (29.4%)
or a specialist in areas that were important to me (29.4%). In both the male
mentor/female protégé dyad and the male mentor/male protégé dyad, the mentor
was most likely to be described as higher ranking (female protégé = 82.1%; male
protégé = 71.9%), older in years (female protégé = 75.6%, male protégé =
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Table 35
Characteristics of Mentor as Compared to Protégé by Dyad
Selected
Characteristic

Female Mentor
F. Protégé

Male Mentor

M. Protégé

F. Protégé

Total

M. Protégé

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

Higher
Ranking

69

59.5

11

64.7

101

82.1

141

71.9

322

71.2

More
Influential

60

51.7

5

29.4

77

62.6

116

59.2

258

57.1

41

35.3

6

35.3

55

44.7

94

48.0

196

43.4

Older in
Years

73

62.9

13

76.5

93

75.6

153

78.1

332

73.5

More Exp. In
the Industry

75

64.7

10

58.8

96

78.0

140

71.4

321

71.0

More Exp. In
Specific Org.

71

61.2

12

70.6

74

60.2

108

55.1

265

58.6

More Exp. In
the Work
World

55

47.4

8

47.1

82

66.7

119

60.7

264

58.4

More Exp. In
Life in
General

49

42.2

8

47.1

72

58.5

107

54.6

236

52.2

54

46.6

5

29.4

60

48.8

80

40.8

199

44.0

Well-Known

A Specialist
in Areas
Important to
me
Total

116

17

123

196

452

Note: N = 456; Total n may not equal 456 due to missing data; Respondents were directed to
check all descriptors that applied, therefore total percentages will not equal 100; F. = Female; M. =
Male; Org. = Organization; Exp. = Experienced
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78.1%), and more experienced in industry (female protégé = 78.0%, male
protégé = 71.4%). Male mentors were least likely to be described as well-known
(female protégé = 44.7%, male protégé = 48.0%) or a specialist in areas that
were important to me (female protégé = 48.8%, male protégé = 40.8%).
Item differences by mentor gender. Kruskal-Wallis analyses of variance
were conducted using SPSS v.21 to examine item differences by mentor gender.
Indices of significance are shown in bold in Table 31. Only five of 44 items was
found to have significant differences by mentor gender. From the Psychosocial
category, the items found to have significant differences were Q8 from the
Acceptance-and-Confirmation factor (The individual challenged me to pursue
high work performance; p = .021) and Q18 from the Relationship Fundamentals
factor (The individual conveyed empathy for my concerns and feelings; p = .001).
From the Career category, two items found to have significant differences came
from the Development Planning factor (Q19, The individual suggested ways to
address developmental areas which were barriers to moving forward; p = .014;
Q21, The individual discussed my questions/concerns regarding level of
competence; p = .032). The third item in the Career category came from the
Mentor Story-telling factor (Q16, The individual shared work-related ideas with
me; p = 0.44).
Data cited in Appendix V, Item Differences by Mentor Gender, provided
additional information regarding similarities and differences by mentor gender
through a side-by-side comparison of item means. Thirty-five of forty-four items
were endorsed higher by protégés who were describing their association with a
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female mentor. Of the nine exceptions, three items came from the Psychosocial
category (Q8, The individual challenged me to pursue high work performance;
Q33, The individual challenged me to set high goals; Q32, The individual
discussed questions/concerns regarding my commitment to advancement.). Six
items from the Career category were endorsed higher by protégés with male
mentors (Q14, The individual helped me expand my professional network; Q39,
The individual encouraged me to prepare for career advancement; Q1, The
individual shared his/her career history with me; Q34, The individual shared
personal experiences to provide an alternative perspective to my problems; Q9,
The individual facilitated access to opportunities for promotion; Q44, The
individual provided practical experiences to master new skills required to move
forward.). All items in the Role Model factor were rated higher by protégés with
female mentors than by those with male mentors. In the Relationship
Fundamentals factor, four of five items were rated higher by protégés with female
mentors while the mean of the fifth item (Q40, The individual conveyed respect
for me as an individual) was equal across mentor gender.
Factor differences by mentor gender. To determine if differences
existed at the factor level by mentor gender, regression analysis was conducted
using Mplus v.7. In Table 36, results are presented with significant differences
(p < .05 and p < .01) noted in bold font. Data cited in Table 36 indicated that
there existed no significant difference (p < .05) in response to the PWMB scale at
the factor level by mentor gender. In this analysis, female was coded as 1 and
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Table 36
Regression Results of Factors by Mentor Gender
Statistic

AC

Estimate
Standard Error

-.044
0.071

RM
.092
0.093

PIC
.086
0.084

RF
.108
0.093

NET
.043
0.071

DP
.107
0.077

MS
.032
0.062

EDO
.048
0.067

Note: Estimates are unstandardized; AC = Acceptance-and-Confirmation; RM = Role Model; PIC =
Professional Issue Counseling; RF = Relationship Fundamentals; NET = Networking; DP = Development
Planning; MS = Mentor Story-telling; EDO = Effective Development Opportunities; Positive estimates
indicate a higher endorsement by protégés with female mentors. Negative estimates indicate a higher
endorsement by protégés with male mentors.
*p < .05; **p < .01; Significant results shown in bold font

male as 0, therefore positive estimates indicated higher endorsement of the
factor by protégés with female mentors then by protégés with male mentors.
Negative estimates indicated higher endorsement by protégés with male
mentors. Though the differences were not significant, every factor except
Acceptance-and-Confirmation was endorsed more highly (more important to
lifelong career development) by protégés with female mentors than protégés with
male mentors.
Item differences by dyad. Kruskal-Wallis analyses of variance were
conducted using SPSS v.21 to examine differences in item distribution by dyad,
and are presented in Table 31 with significant differences depicted in bold. An
inspection of data in Table 31 revealed that significant differences (p < .05) were
found for 19 of the 44 items. Of those, four items came from the Psychosocial
category (Acceptance-and-Confirmation, Q2, Q8; Relationship Fundamentals,
Q18, Q30). Data indicated that significant differences existed for the majority of
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items within three of the four factors in the Career category (Networking: Q4,
Q28, Q42; Effective Development Opportunities: Q9, Q22, Q23, Q35, Q36, Q41;
Development Planning: Q6, Q12, Q19, Q21, Q39). Only one item in the Mentor
Story-telling factor was found to have significant differences by dyad (Q16, The
individual shared work-related ideas with me.).
Data cited in Appendix V, Item Differences by Protégé Gender, suggested
additional perspectives regarding similarities and differences by mentor gender
through a side-by-side comparison of item means. All items in the Acceptanceand-Confirmation factor are endorsed higher by respondents describing a male
mentor/female protégé dyad than by any other dyad; this is the only factor for
which this pattern exists. Two of 44 items were rated higher by respondents
describing a female mentor/male protégé dyad than by those in any other dyad;
both items came from the Career category (Q21, The individual discussed my
questions/concerns regarding level of competence; Q11, The individual helped
me to complete projects/tasks that otherwise would have been difficult to
complete.) Beyond these two instances, only two items were rated as more
important to lifelong career development by male protégés than female protégés
who were describing an association with a female mentor (Q24, The individual
suggested specific strategies to accomplish work objectives; Q30, The individual
kept the feelings and doubts I shared in strict confidence.)
Data cited in Appendix W suggested some differences at the item level by
same gender vs. cross-gender dyad composition. One item from each mentoring
category (Psychosocial and Career) was endorsed higher by protégés describing
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a same-gender dyad; from the Psychosocial category, the item was Q43 which
reads The individual discussed my questions/concerns regarding relationships
with peers and from the Career category, the item was Q42 which reads The
individual interacted with me socially outside of work. Protégés describing crossgender mentoring associations gave higher endorsements to three items than did
their counterparts in same gender dyads. One item came from the Psychosocial
category (Q30, The individual kept feelings and doubts I shared in strict
confidence.) and two items came from the Career category (Q24, The individual
suggested specific strategies to accomplish work objectives; Q11, The individual
helped me to complete projects/tasks that otherwise would have been difficult to
complete.).
Factor differences by dyad. To test for statistical significance (p < .05)
of factor differences by dyad, Kruskal-Wallis analysis was conducted using SPSS
v.21. See Table 37 for Kruskal-Wallis Results of Factors by Dyad. Significant
differences were for noted in bold font. Significance was indicated for both
categories and for four factors: Acceptance-and-Confirmation, Relationship
Fundamentals, Development Planning, and Effective Development Opportunities.
Research Question 5 Findings
Research question 5 was “Do these perceptions differ by the gender
distribution of all individuals who have mentored the former protégé?” For this
question, data from all respondents (total = 503)—not just protégés who had
been engaged in a mentoring association which had a substantial impact on their
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Table 37
Kruskal-Wallis ANOVA Results of Factors by Dyad
Factor
Psychosocial Category

Significance
.003

Acceptance & Confirmation

.001

Relationship Fundamentals

.006

Role Model

.340

Professional Issue
Counseling

.058

.000

Career Category
Effective Development
Opportunities

.000

Development Planning

.007

Mentor Story-telling

.298

Networking

.055

*p <.05; Significant results shown in bold font

lifelong career development (N = 456)—were asked Think about all of the
individuals who took an interest in and substantially contributed to your lifelong
career development. Which of the following describes that group of individuals?
Response options were (a) Only one person and she was female, (b) All were
female, (c) Most were female, (d) Equal female and males, (e) Only one person
and he was male, (f) All were male, and (g) Most were male. In this study, the
term protégé’s mentor group refers to all of the individuals who took an interest in
and substantially contributed to a protégé’s lifelong career development, as
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perceived by the protégé. Fourteen respondents skipped this item, therefore n =
489 for this research question.
The data cited in Table 38 suggested that protégés who reported having
mentors from only one gender (All Male, All Female, One Male, One Female)
were most likely to be the same gender as the mentor. While same gender was
still a majority, protégés who reported having Only one mentor and he was male
was nearly equal by gender (female protégé = 47.8%; male protégé = 52.2%).
Similarly, most protégés who described their protégé mentoring group as having
mentors from both genders but unequal by gender were from the same gender
as the majority mentor group (Most were male: female protégé = 32.5%, male
protégé = 67.5%; Most were female, female protégé = 84.0%, male protégé =
16.0%). Nearly 6 of 10 protégés who reported they had an Equal number of
male mentors and female mentors were female (female protégé = 58.7%; male
protégé = 41.3%).
Item differences by protégé’s mentor group. To test for statistical
significance (p < .05) of item differences by protégé gender, Kruskal-Wallis
analyses were conducted using SPSS v.21. See Table 31 for Item Differences
for Independent Variables. A review of data in Table 31 revealed that 12 items
exhibited significant differences according to protégé’s mentor group. Of those,
five came from the Psychosocial category (Q2, Q3, Q8, Q13, Q18); this included
three of four items in the Acceptance-and-Confirmation factor. Seven items from
the Career category exhibited significant differences by protégé’s mentor group;
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Table 38
Protégé’s Mentor Group Frequency by Protégé Gender
Mentor Group
Characteristic

Female Protégés

Male Protégés

Total

Primarily Female

n
101

%
85.6

n
17

%
14.4

n
118

%
24.0

One Female

10

71.4

4

28.6

14

2.8

All Female

23

100.0

0

0

23

4.7

Most Female

68

84.0

13

16.0

81

16.5

Equal

91

58.7

64

41.3

155

31.5

Primarily Male

66

30.6

150

69.4

216

44.5

One Male

11

47.8

12

52.2

23

4.9

All Male

14

20.9

53

79.1

67

13.6

Most Male

41

32.5

85

67.5

126

26.0

Note: N = 489; Total percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding; Protégé’s Mentor Group =
All individual who took an interest in and substantially contributed to a protégé’s lifelong career
development, as perceived by the protégé; One Female = Only one mentor and she was female;
All Female = All mentors were female; Most Female = Mentors from both genders and most were
female; Equal = Equal number of female and male mentors, One Male = Only one mentor and he
was male; All Male = All mentors were male, Most Male = Mentors from both genders and most
were male
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three items were from the Development Planning factor (Q6, Q19, Q21) and four
from the Effective Development Opportunities factor (Q22, Q23, Q36, Q41).
Of review of data presented in Appendix Y, Item Differences by Protégé’s
Mentor Group revealed additional information regarding similarities and
differences by protégé gender through a side-by-side comparison of item means.
For 29 of the 44 items, the One Female protégé’s mentor group was endorsed
higher than the All Female group. Additionally, in the Acceptance-andConfirmation factor, the One Female group outpaced every other group for all
four items. No other protégé’s mentor group matched this result in any other
factor. There were five items for which the One Female protégé’s mentor group
received the lower endorsement than all other protégé’s mentor groups. These
items were Q10 (The individual discussed my questions/concerns regarding
relationships with supervisors.), Q26 (The individual discussed my
questions/concerns regarding conflicts between work and family.), Q15 (The
individual demonstrated good listening skills in our conversations.), Q39 (The
individual encouraged me to prepare for career advancement.), and Q34 (The
individual shared personal experiences to provide an alternative perspective to
my problems.).
With respect to protégé’s mentor groups that were primarily male, as a
Study of Appendix X revealed, 31 of 44 items were endorsed higher by protégés
who described their protégé mentoring group as Most were male than from either
the All Male or One Male groups. This pattern held for all items in the
Acceptance-and-Confirmation factor and the Role Model factor. From the
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Psychosocial category, only four items (Q27, Q15, Q30, Q38) were exceptions to
this pattern. Nine items (Q1, Q5, Q6, Q12, Q25, Q29, Q36, Q42, Q44) from the
Career category did not align with this pattern. For 12 of these 13 items, the One
Male protégé’s mentor group endorsed the items higher than the other two
primarily male groups. Item Q5 (The individual invited me to join him/her for
work-related lunches or dinners.) was the only item which exhibited the highest
endorsement by the All Male protégé’s mentor group.
Factor differences by protégé’s mentor group. To determine if
differences existed at the factor level by protégé gender, regression analysis was
conducted using Mplus v.7. In this analysis, data from all protégé’s mentor
groups in which one gender was in the majority were compared to data from the
Equal protégé’s mentor group. Positive estimates, therefore, indicated higher
endorsement (perceived as more important to lifelong career development by the
protégé) of the factor by protégé’s mentor group then by protégés from the Equal
protégé’s mentor group. For negative estimates, the opposite is true.
Results of the analysis are presented in Table 39 with significant differences
(p < .05 and p < .01) noted in bold font. Five significant differences were
calculated in this analysis; four of five (Relationship Fundamentals, Role Model,
Effective Development Opportunities, Development Planning) were found for the
All Male protégé’s mentor group and one (Networking) was found for the One
Male group. Of these, all estimates were negative, indicating an endorsement
level lower than that of the Equal protégé’s mentor group. This suggested that
these factors were perceived as less important to lifelong career development by
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Table 39
Regression Results of Factors by Protégé’s Mentor Group
Statistic

AC

RM

PIC

RF

NET

DP

MS

EDO

One Female
.216

.026

-.417

-.150

-.055

-.018

-.217

.141

0.320

0.242

0.327

0.316

0.250

0.244

0.207

0.227

Estimate

-.282

-.264

-.085

-.171

-.134

-.033

-.191

-.184

Standard Error

0.155

0.191

0.159

0.202

0.144

0.154

0.159

0.140

.175

.044

.125

.059

.032

.120

.106

.162

0.090

0.116

0.108

0.132

0.101

0.090

0.089

0.092

Estimate

-.291

-.540

-.182

-.296

-.306*

--.121

-.017

-.150

Standard Error

0.204

0.243

0.212

0.162

0.146

0.196

0.171

0.150

Estimate

-.143

-.284*

-.229

-.384**

-.180

-.160

-.234**

Standard Error

0.112

0.141

0.125

.022

-.116

-.046

0.093

0.107

0.106

Estimate
Standard Error
All Female

Most Female
Estimate
Standard Error
One Male

All Male
0.123

-.232*

0.095

0.144

0.101

0.087

-.168

-.061

-.093

-.047

-.058

0.102

0.091

0.089

0.076

0.082

Most Male
Estimate
Standard Error

Note: Estimates are unstandardized; AC = Acceptance-and-Confirmation; RM = Role Model; PIC =
Professional Issue Counseling; RF = Relationship Fundamentals; NET = Networking; DP = Development
Planning; MS = Mentor Story-telling; EDO = Effective Development Opportunities; Positive estimates indicate
a higher endorsement by Group “Equal Number of Male and Female Mentors”. Negative estimates indicate a
lower endorsement by Group “Equal Number of Male and Female Mentors .
*p < .05; **p < .01; Significant results shown in bold font

protégés in these protégé’s mentor groups than by protégés who described their
protégé’s mentor group as having an equal number of male and female mentors.
Research Question 6 Findings
Research question 6 was “Do these perceptions differ by former protégé
age?”
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Decade of birth and dyad percentages. An inspection of data cited in
Table 40 suggested that across all decades of birth included in this study except
1960s, mentoring associations identified as making a substantial contribution to a
protégé’s lifelong career development were more likely to be same-gender
associations, rather than cross-gender associations. For female mentors, samegender associations were in the clear majority for every decade (1920s, 100%;
1930s, 71.4%; 1940s, 91.7%; 1950s, 84.8%; 1960s, 94.5%; 1970s, 66.7%). For
male mentors, same-gender associations were in the majority for every birth
decade except the 1960s, however the percentages suggest a greater likelihood
for male mentors to be associated with female protégé’s (1920s, 100%; 1930s,
88.5%; 1940s, 70.0%; 1950s, 61.8%; 1960s, 48.1%; 1970s, 75.0%) than for
female mentors to be associated with male protégé’s. Across mentor gender and
decade of birth, the ratio of same-gender to cross-gender does not seem to
follow a predictable trend line.
Item differences by decade of birth. Kruskal-Wallis analyses of
variance were conducted using SPSS v.21 to examine item differences by
decade of birth. Indices of significance (p < .05) are shown in bold in Table 31.
Eight of the 25 items in the Career category were found to have significant
differences while only 2 of the 19 items in the Psychosocial category exhibited
indices of significance. Of the eight items in the Career category, three items
were from the Development Planning factor (Q6, Q12, Q19), two from Mentor
Story-telling (Q16, Q34), two from Effective Development opportunities (Q36,
Q41) and one from Networking (Q5).
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Table 40
Dyad Percentages by Protégé’s Decade of Birth
Female Mentor
Characteristic
Protégé’s
Decade of
Birth
1920s
1930s
1940s
1950s
1960s
1970s

F. Protégé
n
%

2
5
11
39
51
8

1.7
4.3
9.5
33.6
44.0
6.9

Male Mentor

M. Protege
n
%

0
2
1
7
3
4

F. Protégé
n
%

0.0
11.8
5.9
41.2
17.6
23.5

0
3
15
42
55
8

0.0
2.4
12.2
34.1
44.7
6.5

Total

M. Protege
n
%

1
23
35
68
51
18

0.5
11.7
17.9
34.7
26.0
9.2

n

%

3
33
62
156
160
38

0.7
7.3
13.7
34.5
35.4
8.4

Total
116
25.7
17
3.8
123
27.2
196
43.4 452
100
Note: N = 456; Total n may not equal 456 due to missing data; Total percentages may not equal
100 due to rounding; F. = Female; M. = Male

In the Psychosocial category, both items exhibiting indices of significant
difference came from the Professional Issue Counseling factor (Q26, The
individual discussed my questions/concerns regarding conflicts between work
and family; Q27, The individual asked me for suggestions concerning problems
encountered at work.). A review of item means by decade of birth presented in
Appendix Y, Item Differences by Decade of Birth, suggested that protégés born
in the 1960s and 1970s endorsed both of these items higher than protégés born
in previous decades with those born in the 1970s giving it the highest
endorsement overall.
Factor differences by decade of birth. To determine if differences
existed at the factor level by protégé decade of birth, regression analysis was
conducted using Mplus v.7. Results are presented in Table 41 with significant
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Table 41
Regression Results of Factors by Protégé’s Decade of Birth
Statistic

AC

Estimate
Standard Error

.005
0.003

RM
.006
0.004

PIC
.007
0.004

RF
.003
0.003

NET
DP
MS
EDO
.008* .011** .010** .007*
0.004 0.004
0.003
0.003

Note: Estimates are unstandardized; AC = Acceptance-and-Confirmation; RM = Role Model; PIC =
Professional Issue Counseling; RF = Relationship Fundamentals; NET = Networking; DP = Development
Planning; MS = Mentor Story-telling; EDO = Effective Development Opportunities; Positive estimates
indicate a higher endorsement by protégés born in later decades (younger protégés). Negative estimates
indicate a higher endorsement by protégés born in earlier decades (older protégés).
*p < .05; **p < .01; Significant results shown in bold font

differences (p < .05 and p < .01) noted in bold font. In this analysis, 1920 was
coded as 1920, 1930 was coded as 1930, and so forth through 1970 coded as
1970. A positive estimate, therefore, indicated higher endorsement of the factor
by protégés born in later decades (younger protégés). Negative estimates
indicated a higher endorsement by protégés born in earlier decades (older
protégés). Significant differences were found for all factors within the Career
category and each of these estimates was small but positive. This indicated
higher endorsement by younger protégés for each of these factors. No
significant differences were found for the factors within the Psychosocial
category; all estimates in this category were also positive, aligning with the
pattern seen in the Career category of higher endorsement by protégés born in
later decades than by protégés born in earlier decades.
Research Question 7 Findings
Research question 7 was “Do these perceptions differ by former protégés’
experience as a mentor to others?”
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In Table 21, data were presented for all respondents’ experience as a
mentor to others and the proportion by gender was approximately equal (all =
91.8%, female = 91.6%, male = 92.0%). A slightly greater proportion of all
respondents reported being a mentor to others (91.8%) than having received
mentoring themselves (90.6%). For females the difference equated to an
increase of one individual mentoring others (n = 240) than reported receiving
mentoring. (n = 239). For males, the increase equated to an increase of five
individuals mentoring others (n = 219) than reported receiving mentoring (n =
214).
Table 30 presented demographic characteristics to the total sample by
whether they were mentored including a comparison by if the respondent was a
mentor to others. An examination of this data suggested that the experience of
having been a protégé in an effective mentoring association increased the
probability that an individual will serve as a mentor to others. Of the respondents
who indicated they had not been in a mentoring association that contributed to
their lifelong career development, only 6.9% reported that they served as a
mentor to others as compared to 93.1% of those who identified themselves as
having been in an impactful mentoring association.
Item differences by mentor to others. Kruskal-Wallis analyses of
variance were conducted using SPSS v.21 to examine item differences by the
respondent’s experience as a mentor to others. In Table 31, indices of
significance (p < .05) were shown in bold and a review of data revealed no
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differences of significance according to the respondent’s experience as a mentor
to others.
Additional information regarding similarities and differences by
respondent’s experience as a mentor to others was provided through a side-byside comparison of item means, cited in Appendix Z, Item Differences by Mentor
to Others. No pattern in the comparison analysis emerged in six of the eight
factors comprising the PWMB scale. However, a pattern was noted in two
factors from the Psychosocial category. In the Role Model factor, every item was
endorsed higher by those who indicated they served as a mentor to others,
suggesting that for these individuals, the Role Model items were perceived as
more important to their lifelong career development. The second factor for which
a pattern was noted was the Professional Issue Counseling factor. Here, all
items were endorsed higher by those who said they had not served as a mentor
to others, suggesting that for non-mentors the Professional Issue Counseling
mentoring behaviors were perceived as more important to their lifelong career
development. The Kruskal-Wallis analysis, however, found no significance in
these differences at the item level.
Factor differences by mentor to others. To determine if significant
differences existed at the factor level by respondent’s experience as a mentor to
others, regression analysis was conducted using Mplus v.7. Results are
presented in Table 42 and significant differences (p < .05) would have been
noted in bold font; no significant differences, however, were found. In this
analysis, Yes, I have been a mentor to others was coded as 1 and No, I have not
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Table 42
Regression Results of Factors by Mentor to Others
Statistic
Estimate
Standard Error

AC

RM

PIC

RF

NET

DP

MS

EDO

-.033
0.143

.191

-.194

-.025

.024

.068

.004

.038

0.166
0.150
0.146
0.119
0.136
0.112
0.111
Note: Estimates are unstandardized; AC = Acceptance-and-Confirmation; RM = Role Model; PIC =
Professional Issue Counseling; RF = Relationship Fundamentals; NET = Networking; DP = Development
Planning; MS = Mentor Story-telling; EDO = Effective Development Opportunities; Positive estimates
indicate a higher endorsement by individuals who have been a mentor to others. Negative estimates indicate
a higher endorsement by individuals who have not been a mentor to others.
*p < .05; **p < .01; Significant results shown in bold font

been a mentor to others was coded as 0. Therefore, positive estimates indicated
higher endorsement by those who served as a mentor to others and negative
estimates indicated higher endorsement by those who did not serve as mentor to
others. Data cited in the table revealed positive estimates in five factors
(Effective Development Opportunities, Development Planning, Mentor Storytelling, Networking, Role Model); this included all four factors in the Career
category. Three factors, all from the Psychosocial category, were endorsed
higher by those who had not been a mentor to others (Acceptance-andConfirmation, Relationship Fundamentals, Professional Issue Counseling).
Autobiographical Memory Items
Two items in the online survey were designed to engage the
autobiographical memory of the respondents prior to their completion of the
PWMB survey. The first item read: What did your peers/colleagues think about
this individual? List two descriptors they might have used. The second item read:
What did this individual think about you? List two descriptors he or she might
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have used. The most frequent responses is presented in Table 43. The most
frequent descriptor used about mentors was respected (n = 89), while only 12
protégés used that term to describe how the mentor viewed them. The most
frequent descriptors used by protégés to describe how their mentors perceived
them were hard-working/hard worker (n = 57) and high potential (n = 52).
Though few in number, some negative descriptors were reported as well.
Protégés reported that their peers viewed their mentor as: arrogant (n = 5),
difficult (n = 2), headstrong (n = 1), jealous (n = 1), mean (n = 1), overbearing (n
= 3), prickly (n = 1), and rigid (n = 1). Negative descriptors that protégés reported
as their mentor’s view of them included: asks too many questions (n = 1),
emotional (n = 1), judgmental (n = 1), lacking self-confidence (n = 2), lacking
knowledge of how corporate things were handled (n = 1), shy (n = 1), slow (n =
1), stubborn (n = 1) and too safe (n = 1).
Summary of Findings
Based on the results of the Kruskal-Wallis analyses, significant differences
(p < .05) do exist at the item level for five of six of the independent variables
examined in this study. Variables exhibiting significant differences were protégé
gender, mentor gender, dyad, protégé’s mentor group, and birth decade. The
variable which exhibited no significant difference at the item level was protégé’s
experience as a mentor to others.
At the factor level, regression analyses results indicated that significant
differences (p < .05) were found for four of six independent variables, including
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Table 43
Frequency of Responses to Open-Ended Autobiographical Memory Items
n
9
15
9
10

Description of Mentor by Protégé’
a
Peers

Description of Protégé by
b
Mentor

n

Admired

10

Ambitious

Caring

17

Bright

Competent

16

Capable

Creative

8

Competent

8

Dedicated

15

Creative

9

Demanding

17

Dedicated

12

Driven

15

Dependable

18

Experienced

15

Driven/Driver

14

Fair

17

Eager (To Grow, To Learn)

9

Hard-Worker/Hard-Working

9

Friendly

12

Honest

57

Hard-Worker/Hard-Working

18

Influential

52

High Potential (Potential)

27

Intelligent

15

Honest

39

Knowledgeable

29

Intelligent

11

Leader (Good, Able, Strong)

Liked

15

Motivated

Organized

10

Organized

19

Professional

12

Professional

89

Respected

10

Promising

25

Smart

8

Quick Learner/Quick Study

15

Successful

8

Reliable

24
10
9

Leader (Extraordinary, Good,
Solid, Stellar, Strong)

8

Trusted/Trustworthy

12

Respected

7

Visionary

28

Smart

Wise

20

Talented

19

Trusted/Trustworthy

10

Willing (To Learn, To Grow, To

12

Work)
Note: N = 456: Frequency ≥ 7 (1,5%)
a
Item read: What did your peers/colleagues think about this individual? List two descriptors
they might have used.
b
Item read: What did this individual think about you? List two descriptors he or she might
have used.
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protégé gender, dyad, protégé’s mentor group, and decade of birth. The
variables mentor gender and the protégé’s experience as a mentor to others did
not exhibit significant differences. In addition, an interaction variable for protégé
gender and mentor gender was calculated and examined for difference; this
analysis showed no significant difference.
At the factor level, a clear pattern of importance to lifelong career
development, as perceived by this study’s protégés, emerged through an
inspection of the factor means by independent variable, cited in Table 44.
First, data indicated that protégés across every independent variable and
every level of those variables ranked the Psychosocial category as more
important to lifelong career development than the Career category. Further, all
shared the same top three factors by factor mean. The three factors were from
the Psychosocial category. While the rank order varied by IV level, the top three
factors were Acceptance-and-Confirmation, Role Model, and Relationship
Fundamentals.
Second, data indicated that protégés across every independent variable and
every level of those variables, except one ranked the fourth factor from the
Psychosocial category as the least important factor of all eight factors. The one
exception was for the IV Decade of Birth. Protégés who were born in the 1920s
ranked Mentor Story-telling, from the Career factor, as the least important factor.
Professional Issue Counseling ranked seventh of eight factors for this group.
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Table 44
Category and Factor Means by Levels of Independent Variables
IV Level

PSY

AC

RM

PIC

RF

CAR

NET

DP

MS

EDO

M

M

M

M

M

M

M

M

M

M

F

4.09

4.43

4.28

3.35

4.34

3.91

3.77

3.89

3.82

4.07

M

3.89

4.29

4.15

3.13

4.13

3.69

3.59

3.64

3.71

3.78

F

4.07

4.33

4.32

3.33

4.34

3.85

3.83

3.79

3.96

M

3.97

4.38

4.18

3.21

4.21

3.79

3.67

3.75

3.76

3.92

F/F

4.10

4.34

4.35

3.35

4.37

3.88

3.76

3.86

3.82

4.10

F/M

3.88

4.23

4.10

3.22

4.17

3.64

3.53

3.62

3.53

3.72

M/F

4.09

4.51

4.22

3.36

4.32

3.95

3.77

3.91

3.82

4.14

M/M

3.89

4.29

4.15

3.12

4.13

3.70

3.60

3.64

3.73

3.78

One F

4.12

4.55

4.32

2.95

4.33

3.87

3.89

3.67

3.56

4.22

All F

3.93

4.17

4.13

3.18

4.26

3.71

3.50

3.76

3.62

3.81

Most F

4.14

4.45

4.36

3.41

4.38

3.98

3.83

3.96

3.90

4.12

Equal

4.06

4.39

4.31

3.32

4.34

3.86

3.71

3.87

3.81

3.96

One M

3.79

4.12

3.91

3.10

4.15

3.68

3.41

3.71

3.78

3.82

All M

3.77

4.25

3.99

2.96

3.98

3.61

3.54

3.54

3.62

3.72

Most M

3.99

4.39

4.20

3.28

4.20

3.79

3.70

3.70

3.77

3.91

1920

4.00

3.94

4.04

3.39

4.29

3.45

2.82

3.60

2.75

3.51

1930

3.84

4.25

3.99

3.15

4.08

3.53

3.63

3.32

3.51

3.61

1940

4.03

4.37

4.21

3.25

4.25

3.80

3.64

3.77

3.72

3.97

1950

3.98

4.37

4.22

3.18

4.27

3.78

3.70

3.72

3.78

3.90

1960

4.03

4.38

4.25

3.29

4.27

3.88

3.71

3.90

3.80

4.01

1970

4.07

4.38

4.32

3.55

4.23

3.95

3.74

3.94

4.04

4.05

No

3.96

4.30

3.99

3.36

4.21

3.77

3.63

3.76

3.79

3.86

Yes

4.00

4.37

4.24

3.25

4.25

3.82

3.69

3.78

3.77

3.94

Pro. Gen.

Ment. Gen.
3.73

Dyad
(Ment/Pro.)

Pro. Ment. Gr.

Birth Decade

Ment. Others

Note: N = 456; IV = Independent Variable; PSY = Psychosocial Category; AC = Acceptance-and-Confirmation; RM = Role
Model; PIC = Professional Issue Counseling; RF = Relationship Fundamentals; CAR = Career Category; NET =
Networking; DP = Development Planning; MS = Mentor Story-telling; EDO = Effective Development Opportunities;

Pro. = Protégé, Gen. = Gender; Ment. = Mentor; F = Female; M = Male;Gr. = Group
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Third, data indicated that protégés across every independent variable and
every level of those variables, except two ranked Effective Development
Opportunities as the most important factor in the Career category. Both
exceptions were for the IV Decade of Birth. Protégés born in the 1920s ranked
Development Planning as the most important factor in the Career category.
Protégés born in the 1930 ranked Networking as the most important factor in the
Category.
Observations
Observations are additional information accrued from the process of
conducting this study.
1. The Ambassador-based chain sample worked well. The data collection
method, leveraging the networks of “well-situated” individuals, was developed
as a response to documented issues with online survey data collection and
the proven methods to mitigate those issues, thereby increasing response
rates for online surveys. The method functioned well and, while not a random
sample, it did allow the researcher to collect data from an on-target and
diffuse sample. Further, given that the Ambassador clusters were relatively
small, the degree of nesting was minimal.
2. Habitat and behavioral patterns of the target population mattered. Where can
a researcher find high-level organizational leaders with time on their hands
and a willingness to engage with strangers? The answer is during travel.
Throughout the development phases of the PWMB scale, up to the field test,
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the target population was accessed at the airport, in the airplane, and at
conference centers.
3. Quantitative captures the big picture; qualitative captures the passion.
People loved to reminisce about their mentors. In the process of developing
the PWMB scale, often the biggest challenge was honoring the respondents’
desire to share their mentoring stories while meeting the researcher’s
purpose.
4. Mentors like to help others. Individuals who are interested in mentoring are
also likely to be individuals who support the development of others, and
researcher was the beneficiary of this propensity.
5. Mentors and protégés love to reconnect. Completing the survey and recalling
shared experiences prompted mentors and protégés to reconnect with each
other. This researcher has heard from Ambassadors and respondents that
they tracked one another down and are once again communicating. As was
mentioned in the literature review, one gap in the research related to Kram’s
(1983) Redefinition phase. As a result of this study, many dyads are
revisiting that phase.
6. Remembering how it felt to be mentored energized former protégés to invest
more in mentoring others. Respondents and Ambassadors have shared that
the simple act of working through the survey led them to be more deliberate
and focused in their mentoring efforts. Four to six months after respondents
completed the survey, the researcher was still receiving frequent
communications around the results of the revived mentoring efforts.
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7. Gender differences were evident even at the word level. As was reported in
Chapter 3, in an initial test of the online survey, 100% of the male
representatives responded No to item 1, while 100% of female
representatives responded Yes to the item. The original wording was: Think
back on your lifelong career. At any stage of your career, have you had a
relationship with one or more individuals who took a personal interest in and
substantially contributed to your lifelong career development? Three of the
male representatives who the researcher knew had been mentored during
their lifelong career development were contacted and each stated that to
them the word “relationship” in item 1 indicated an “intimate” or “close and
very personal” and “perhaps inappropriate” connection, and that the term
“personal interest” aligned with this interpretation. Two stated that they would
never use the word “relationship” in describing a work association or an
association with another male. Based on this feedback, item 1 was reworded
as follows: Think back on your lifelong career. At any stage of your career,
have you had one or more individuals who took an interest in and
substantially contributed to your lifelong career development? When the
scale was retested with this group of males, 100% changed their response to
item 1 to Yes. A second difference by gender was noted regarding the word
“socially” used in item Q42 in the Career category/ Networking factor. The
item read The individual interacted with me socially outside of work. During
the cognitive interviewing and pilot stages of the PWMB scale development,
males protégés shared that when they read Q42, they recalled being invited
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to sporting events or participating in golf tournaments and interacting with
influential people in their industry or organization--events that are wellestablished means to expand an individual’s visibility and network of
influencers. Female protégés by contrast recalled events like sharing dinners
with their mentor and meeting the mentor’s friends and family; these events
were described as strengthening the connection with the individual mentor.
Given that two instances of gender difference at the word level were
uncovered during this study, it is possible that other gender differences at the
word level exist.
8. Scale sensitivity for levels of importance was essential in this study. When
first revised, the proposed Likert-type scale for the PWMB scale ranged from
1 = Very Unimportant to 5 = Very Important. The expectation, however, was
that the data would be negatively skewed because (a) the context was
mentoring associations that the protégés perceived as contributing
substantially to their lifelong career development and (b) the population
consisted of individuals who were mid-to-high level leaders or professionals
and, therefore, had attained a measure of professional success.
Consequently, the researcher and committee decided to increase scale
sensitivity regarding levels of importance, and, therefore, the revised scale
rankings were 1 = Not At All Important; 2 = Slightly Important; 3 = Moderately
Important; 4 = Very important; and 5 = Extremely Important. Data were, as
expected, negatively skewed, with item means ranging from 2.89 to 4.58.
Had the original Likert-type scale been used, it is likely that variability in
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responses would have been insufficient to support CFA or the analyses of
differences by independent variable.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to investigate the importance of mentoring
functions and behaviors to lifelong career development as perceived by protégés
in middle to late adulthood. This chapter described the characteristics of the
study participants as well as the analyses conducted to investigate research
questions two through eight. Research question one regarding the development
and psychometric properties of the PWMB scale was addressed in Chapter 3.
The population for this study included individuals (a) who were in middle to
late adulthood (age 40 years and older); (b) who reported they had been a
protégé in at least one mentoring association that they perceived as beneficial to
their lifelong career development; and (c) who were either employed or had been
employed as a middle manager, senior manager, C-level executive or as a
business owner or as a member of a profession. The sample was obtained using
a chain-sample method. A network of professional contacts, personally known to
the researcher, termed “Ambassadors,” each completed an online survey and
invited 10 of their professional contacts to complete the survey as well. The final
sample included: all respondents (total = 503), protégés (N = 456), and PWMB
completions (N = 456). Demographic profiles of the study participants by the
independent variables were provided.
The Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring Behaviors scale, an adapted
version of Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale was developed and
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administered in this research study. Items were modified to (a) fit the corporate
context, (b) measure “importance” of the functions rather than “extent,” and (c) to
reflect the retrospective nature of the study. The expert panel recommended the
addition of seven items related to a factor they termed “Teaching.” Confirmatory
factor analyses were conducted comparing four tenable models of fit; three of
these models included the new Teaching items. Details regarding the CFA were
presented in Chapter 3. Of the four models, the 8-factor model, which is a
essentially the protégé’s view of Kram’s (1985) mentoring functions model and
included the seven new items across three of the eight factors, was determined
to exhibit the best fit of the four tenable models for the PWMB scale.
The online survey instrument consisted of the 44 PWMB scale items, as
well as items (a) regarding characteristics of the specific mentoring association
rated by the respondent, (b) designed to engage the respondent’s
autobiographical memory, and (c) regarding characteristics of the respondent.
Based on these acceptable indices of model fit for the PWMB 8-factor model as
well as acceptable reliability indices (Cronbach’s alpha) for the scale overall, the
two categories (Psychosocial and Career) and for the eight factors, research
questions two through seven were investigated and findings presented in this
chapter.
To address research question two, descriptive statistics (means, standard
deviations, skewness, kurtosis) for each item, factor, and category were
calculated and discussed. Higher levels of endorsement were noted at the factor
and the item level for the Role Model, Acceptance-and-Confirmation, and

184

Relationship Fundamentals factors; all are from the Psychosocial category.
Within the Career category, items from the Effective Development Opportunities
factor received the highest endorsement by protégés and data indicated it
received the highest endorsement at the factor level as well. The lowest level of
endorsements were noted at the item and factor level for the Professional Issue
Counseling factor; this is the fourth factor from the Psychosocial category.
With respect to the seven teaching items added by the expert panel, one
item (Q13, The individual expressed confidence in my ability to master new skills
required to move forward.) received the second-highest level of endorsement by
item mean (M = 4.56, SD = .62). The endorsement of the remaining six items
was relatively high, ranging from 3.67 (Q31) to 3.97 (Q44).
Research questions three through seven concerned differences in PWMB
results by a specific independent variable. To address each of these questions:
(a) Kruskal-Wallis analyses were conducted, and results (p < .05) were reported
at the item level; and (b) regression analyses were conducted and results (p <
.05 and p < .01) were reported at the factor level. Analyses indicated that
significant differences (p < .05) existed at the item level for five of six of the
independent variables examined in this study. Variables exhibiting significant
differences were protégé gender, mentor gender, dyad, protégé’s mentor group,
and birth decade. At the factor level, significant differences (p < .05) were found
for four of the six independent variables (protégé gender, dyad, protégé’s mentor
group, and decade of birth).
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Chapter 5
Summary, Conclusions, Implications and Recommendations
The purpose of this study was to investigate the importance of mentoring
functions and behaviors to lifelong career development as perceived by protégés
in middle to late adulthood. This chapter presents a summary of the study on
mentoring functions and behaviors, conclusions based on the findings,
implications for mentors and individuals who create mentoring programs within
organizations, and recommendations for future research.
Summary of the Study
Workplace mentoring is designed to increase the capability and
contribution of the protégé and its results develop over time. Despite this, most
investigations into mentoring have examined current and/or recent mentoring
relationships and what happens within those current relationships. Many studies
have excluded individuals who are retired or who have not been engaged within
a recent mentoring relationship from their target population. As a result, an
understanding of the discrete mentoring functions and the behaviors that make
an enduring and positive difference to lifelong career development remains a
topic of inquiry (Chun et al., 2012; O’Brien et al., 2010; Tharenou, 2005; Tolar,
2012; Wilson, 2006). This study contributed a unique perspective to the research
around effective mentoring relationships in that it provided a quantitative picture
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of the perceived role of mentoring functions and behaviors to lifelong career
development, after years have passed, and, therefore, when the mentoring
functions and behaviors have had time to produce results.
Population and sample. The context for this study was the workplace.
The population included individuals (a) who were in middle to late adulthood (age
40 years and older); (b) who reported they had been a protégé in at least one
mentoring association that they perceived as beneficial to their lifelong career
development; and (c) who were either employed or had been employed as a
middle manager, senior manager, C-level executive, business owner, or as a
member of a profession.
The sample was obtained using a chain-sample method. A network of
professional contacts, personally known to the researcher, termed
“Ambassadors,” each completed an online survey and invited 10 of their
professional contacts to complete the survey as well. The final sample included:
Ambassadors (n = 67), all respondents (total = 503), protégés (N = 456), and
PWMB completions (N = 456).
PWMB scale. The online survey was a revised version of Noe’s (1988)
Mentoring Functions Scale which was developed as part of this study in order to
collect data. The survey consisted of 44 PWMB scale items, as well as items: (a)
regarding the characteristics of the specific mentoring association being rated by
the respondent, (b) designed to engage the respondent’s autobiographical
memory, and (c) regarding the characteristics of the respondent. The
development process included (a) an initial literature review of mentoring
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functions, behaviors, and available assessments, (b) a request for and receipt of
approval from Noe to modify his Mentoring Functions Scale (1988) for the
purposes of this study, (c) cognitive interviewing of the 29 items in Noe’s
assessment to create an initial set of revised items, (d) three rounds of expert
panel review and revision, (d) a pilot test to ensure the online survey and items
were user-friendly, (d) a field test to examine the data collection procedures and
to conduct an initial examination of the psychometric properties of a the revised
assessment, and (e) a CFA of four possible models for the PWMB scale using
the data from the full study to evaluate model fit (N = 456).
During the development of the PWMB scale, the expert panel
recommended adding a factor they termed “Teaching,” and seven items were
developed based on their recommendations. CFAs were conducted comparing
the fit of four possible models; three of these models included the seven new
Teaching items.
Of the four models, one model, termed the 8-factor model, met acceptable
criteria for model fit, including acceptable reliability indices (Cronbach’s alpha) for
the scale overall, the two categories (Psychosocial and Career) and for the eight
factors. The 8-factor model included the 44 PWMB items aligned within Kram’s
(1985) conceptual frame; however, the relationships of the functions were
revised according to a structure posited by target population representatives. It
reflected a protégé’s view of Kram’s (1985) mentoring functions. In the 8-factor
model (a) the Coaching items were sorted into two sub-factors (Development
Planning and Mentor Story-telling), (b) the Counseling items were also sorted
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into two sub-factors (Relationship Fundamentals and Professional Issue
Counseling), (c) items from Sponsorship, Challenging Assignments, and
Protection were combined into one factor (Effective Development Opportunities),
and (d) items from Friendship and Exposure-and-Visibility were combined into
one factor (Networking). The seven new items from the Teaching factor, posited
by the expert panel, were aligned across three of the eight factors (Acceptanceand-Confirmation, Q13; Effective Development Opportunities, Q44; Development
Planning, Q6, Q12, Q19, Q25, Q31).
Findings. Research question one related to the psychometric properties
of the PWMB scale. As noted above, CFA analyses found acceptable model fit
for the 8-factor model. The reliability coefficients were strong for the scale overall
and for both categories (Psychosocial, Career). The seven teaching items,
posited by the expert panel, functioned well within the 8-factor model. Research
questions two through seven, therefore, were investigated using the 8-factor
model.
As part of the online survey, data regarding the protégé and the mentoring
association being described in the PWMB scale were collected. Nine of 10
respondents reported that they had been a protégé in a mentoring association
that contributed substantially to their lifelong career development; this percentage
applied to both male and female respondents. Slightly more than 9 of 10
respondents reported they had also been a mentor to others, and this percentage
also applied to both genders. One unexpected outcome of the study was that
respondents communicated to the researcher that after completing the survey,
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they were investing more in mentoring associations they had with current
protégés. Of the respondents, however, who reported they had not been a
protégé, only 1 in 20 reported they had served as a mentor to others.
In describing the mentoring association, six of seven stated that the
association did not begin within a formal mentoring program and almost all
reported that interactions felt more like a conversation than a formal meeting.
Two-thirds stated that their association with the mentor began in the first 10
years of their career. Almost two-thirds reported that the association started
because the mentor was in their reporting line.
To address research question two, descriptive statistics (means, standard
deviations, skewness, kurtosis) for each item, factor, and category were
calculated and discussed. At both the factor and the item level, higher levels of
endorsement were noted for the Psychosocial category as compared to the
Career category. Three factors from the Psychosocial category (Role Model,
Acceptance-and-Confirmation, and Relationship Fundamentals) were ranked as
the top three most important factors overall and across every level of the
independent variables. By contrast, Professional Issue Counseling factor, the
fourth factor from the Psychosocial category, received the lowest endorsements
overall at both the factor and item level. All six items from this factor were in the
top quartile of Not Applicable responses, and five of the six items were in the
bottom quartile for items means. The contrast in endorsement for the
Relationship Fundamentals and Professional Issue Counseling factors was
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considered noteworthy because in Kram’s (1985) mentoring function frame,
these two factors are combined into one function termed “Counseling.”
Within the Career category, items from Effective Development
Opportunities, the factor comprising three functions (Sponsorship, Challenging
Assignments, and Protection) from Kram’s (1985) mentoring functions frame,
received the highest endorsement by protégés and data indicated it received the
highest endorsement at the factor level as well.
To determine if differences at the item level were significant, KruskalWallis analyses (p < .05) were conducted. Results indicated that significant
differences (p < .05) existed at the item level for five of six of the independent
variables examined in this study. Variables exhibiting significant differences
were protégé gender, mentor gender, dyad, protégé’s mentor group, and birth
decade. No significant differences at the item level were found for protégé’s
experience as a mentor to others.
A side-by-side comparison of items revealed that female protégés
endorsed items higher than male protégés, protégés describing an association
with a female mentor endorsed items higher than protégés describing an
association with a male mentor, and younger protégés endorsed items higher
than older protégés. Across all independent variables, the same three items
receiving the highest endorsement (Q40, The individual conveyed respect for me
as an individual; Q13, The individual expressed confidence in my ability to
master new skills required to move forward; and Q38, The individual acted in
ways that built trust.). Endorsement of the seven new “teaching” items was
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relatively high, with one of the items (Q13) perceived by protégés as the second
most-important mentoring behavior overall.
To determine if significant differences (p < .05) existed at the factor level,
regression analyses were conducted and significant differences were found for
three of the five independent variables examined. The predictor variables that
were significantly related to one or more of the mentoring factors were protégé
gender, protégé’s mentor group, and decade of birth. No significant differences
were found for mentor gender and the protégé’s experience as a mentor to
others. A Kruskal-Wallis analysis was conducted to determine if significant
differences (p < .05) existed at the factor level for dyad; significance was
indicated for four of the eight factors.
A review of factor means by independent variable revealed a pattern of
perceived importance to lifelong career development. First, across every
independent variable and every level of those variables the Psychosocial
category was perceived as more important to lifelong career development than
the Career category. Second, three factors from the Psychosocial category
comprised the top three factors across every independent variable and every
level; these were Acceptance-and-Confirmation, Role Model, and Relationship
Fundamentals. Third, protégés across every independent variable and every
level of those variables, except those born in the 1920s, rated Professional Issue
Counseling as the least important of the eight factors; protégés born in the 1920s
ranked Mentor Story-telling as the least important factor. Fourth, protégés
across every independent variable and level, except for those born in the 1920s
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and 1930s, ranked Effective Development Opportunities as the most important
factor in the Career category. Protégés born in the 1920s ranked Development
Planning as the most important factor in the Career category, while those born in
the 1930s ranked Networking as the most important factor in the Category.
Conclusions
The context for this study was the workplace and the sample comprised
professionals and mid-to-high level leaders. The subject area was mentoring
associations that substantially contributed to the lifelong career development of
the protégé. The conclusions drawn from this study are enumerated below.
Reliability for the PWMB scale was strong for this sample and the 8-factor
model, which is essentially a protégé’s view of Kram’s (1985) mentoring functions
frame, exhibited acceptable fit. The scale, then, worked well for data collection in
this study. Further, respondents indicated that completing the PWMB scale had
a positive impact on how they mentored protégés in current mentoring
associations.
Regarding participation in a mentoring association, professionals and midto-high level leaders of both genders were likely to have been a protégé in a
mentoring association that contributed to their lifelong career development. The
mentoring association was likely to have developed without the aid of a formal
mentoring program with the individuals connecting relatively early in the
protégé’s career and the connection, over time, developing into a productive and
reciprocal mentoring alliance. Interactions tended to be unscheduled,
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conversational, and informal, rather than scheduled, scripted, and feeling like a
business meeting.
If an individual had been a protégé within a mentoring association which
they perceived as contributing to their career development, they were likely to
serve as a mentor to others; this was true for both genders. Individuals,
however, who had not experienced a mentoring association as a protégé were
not likely to act as a mentor to others later in their career.
Power and competence were requisites for a mentor, and potential and
willingness were requisites for a protégé; however, effective workplace mentoring
associations operated on a human level, not just a business level. The
mentoring alliance was characterized by mutual respect, reciprocal trust, and
shared values. High endorsement of the seven newly developed items related to
the Teaching factor, posited by the Expert Panel for this study, indicated that
teaching behaviors were also perceived by protégés as crucial elements of a
worthwhile mentoring relationship.
As Levinson (1978) posited, the context of the individual (micro
sociocultural world, macro sociocultural world, and concept of self) shaped the
protégés’ and the mentors’ needs, expectations, and outcomes. The analyses of
differences by independent variables aligned with this assertion; the needs and
expectations of the protégé and the mentor differed by both individuals’ life
experiences. Female protégés perceived mentoring behaviors to be more
important to their lifelong career development than their male counterparts.
Younger protégés perceived the mentoring association, particularly the Career
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category mentoring factors, to be more important than older protégés. Same
gender mentoring dyads developed more readily into mentoring associations that
contributed substantially to lifelong career development than cross-gender dyads;
this was true for both male and female mentors, but was especially true for the
female mentor/male protégé dyad.
Still, universal elements of valuable mentoring associations did exist.
Data indicated that affiliations in which the mentor acted as a consistent role
model (Role Model), expressed encouragement and confidence in the protégé
(Acceptance-and-Confirmation), and demonstrated basic professional courtesy
(Relationship Fundamentals) were viewed as contributing substantially to the
protégés’ lifelong career development. This finding was consistent across all
independent variables.
The protégé view of mentoring behaviors, functions, and their interrelationship was distinctive. From the protégés’ perspective, Kram’s (1985)
Counseling function was not unidimensional. Professional Issue Counseling
behaviors (addressing anxieties, counseling on relationship issues) were seen as
relatively unimportant to lifelong career development while Relationship
Fundamentals behaviors (conveying respect, listening well, acting in ways that
build trust) were perceived as very important. Kram’s (1985) Coaching function
was perceived as multi-dimensional as well. Development Planning behaviors
(identifying developmental gaps and goals, and planning how to address
development gaps and goals) were differentiated from Mentor Story-telling
behaviors (sharing of experiences) from the protégé’s perspective. Mentoring
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behaviors that could enhance the protégé’s network were seen by the protégé as
unidimensional (Networking) regardless if the context was the workplace (Kram’s
(1985) Exposure & Visibility function) or non-workplace (Kram’s [1985]
Friendship function). Finally, mentoring behaviors that provided a safe
opportunity for career and capability advancement (Effective Development
Opportunities) were viewed as unidimensional regardless if the mentoring
behaviors involved nominating the protégé for a specific position (Kram’s [1985]
Sponsorship function), providing stretch opportunities unrelated to promotion
(Kram’s [1985] Challenging Assignments function) or ensuring the protégé had a
safety net as he or she took on new opportunities (Kram’s [1985] Protection
function).
Implications
This section discusses implications of the study for current and future
mentors, and for leadership development professionals in organizations and
academia.
Current and future mentors. The implications for mentors and future
mentors, based on the findings of this study, are enumerated below.
Mentoring was important to the career development of the protégé. This
was true for both genders. Mentoring associations were likely to develop over
time, rather than in an instant, and so participating in activities that provide
opportunities for mentors and potential protégés to interact and conveying
willingness to provide support to potential protégés may lead to the initiation of
effective mentoring associations. To develop mentoring associations with both
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male and female protégés, it may be important to participate in networking
activities that are non-gendered and allow for one-to-one interaction within the
security of a public setting.
Many mentoring associations began when the protégé was in the mentor’s
reporting line and continued as the protégé navigated upward through the
organization or industry; being able to transition from a manager to a mentor—
and understanding the distinction in those two relationship types—is essential to
the sustainment of mentoring associations.
Mentoring involved more than providing career development consultation
for a protégé. It was more than the delegation of tasks. Rather, mentoring was a
high investment association in which the business and human elements were
both essential. How a mentor engaged a protégé mattered. Within potent
mentoring associations, the mentor conveyed and received respect and trust,
expressed confidence in the protégé, and personified the values he or she
espoused. The mentor was also a role model for the protégé.
Mentoring was not just a friendship; forward career or capability
movement for the protégé mattered. Developing a protégé required the mentor
to maintain both a short-term and long-term development perspective.
Challenging assignments, setting high goals, and identifying gaps in capability
could create discomfort for the protégé, however, these activities led to increased
capability for the protégé; therefore the mentor needed to be accepting of the
protégé experiencing growing pains. Effective mentors were empathetic and
good listeners, but their focus was not personal counseling. They targeted
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building the protégé’s confidence, capability, and stature rather than unraveling
more personal challenges or ensuring the protégé was always comfortable.
As protégés attempted challenging assignments, expressing confidence in
protégés’ abilities to bridge developmental gaps was key to maintaining protégé
motivation while arresting discouragement. When providing development
opportunities, it was important for mentors to provide protection for the protégé
when the individual needed guidance, support, or a shield from adversaries in
order to thrive.
Teaching was a central aspect of mentoring. Identifying developmental
gaps, encouraging the protégé to address those gaps, and providing feedback
along the developmental path were crucial to protégés’ lifelong career
development.
Mentoring was complex and dynamic. The nature of the relationship
changed as the unique life experiences, characteristics, and needs of both the
mentor and protégé evolved. For these reasons, mentoring associations could
develop more effectively if mentors work to understand the needs of each unique
protégé and avoid making assumptions about the association. Asking for help
from other mentors and seeking out resources to support mentoring activities,
while maintaining the confidential nature of the relationship, could improve the
mentoring experience for both the mentor and the protégé. Finally, taking the
PWMB scale periodically may be a way to refresh and rekindle the mentor’s
understanding of and investment in mentoring.
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Leadership development professionals in organizations and
academia. An inventory of implications for mentors and future mentors, based
on the findings of this study, are presented in this section.
Mentoring resulted in substantial return on investment (ROI) for the
organization--for new and potential leaders and for mentors. Therefore, a strong
case exists for including mentoring as a component in a leadership development
program, and for motivating potential leaders and protégés to participate in
mentoring associations.
Developing a pool of potential mentors and systems that support
mentoring could have both short-term and long-term effects for the organization.
Educating potential mentors on what mentoring is and is not may increase the
development of mentoring associations overall.
The majority of mentoring associations began while the protégé was in the
mentor’s direct reporting line and developed over time. Educating and rewarding
leaders to take the first step, to develop their people with a short-term and longterm focus, and to transition from a manager to a mentor could increase the
frequency and quality of mentoring within an organization.
Most effective mentoring associations began without the aid of a formal
mentoring program and developed over time, therefore providing opportunities
(time, place, shared interests) for an association to initiate and develop is key.
Providing opportunities that are non-gendered and allow one-to-one interactions
within the security of a public setting could boost the development of both same
gender and cross-gender mentoring associations. When the protégé was not in
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the direct reporting line of the mentor, an alternate source of connection existed
(professor, shared industry association, etc.). Encouraging and rewarding high
potential employees to engage beyond organizational boundaries could increase
the likelihood protégés would build a connection with a potential mentor.
Programs that assigned protégés to mentors were not likely to foster productive
mentoring alliances.
Powerful mentoring relationships were perceived to be reciprocal and
voluntary. They brought something of value to both parties and both parties
invested in it. Educating potential protégés about productive protégé behaviors
and the reciprocal nature of the mentoring affiliation may increase the
transformation of a positive connection into a true mentoring association.
Further, protégés should also see themselves as potential mentors to others;
providing opportunities for protégés to build developmental relationships with
individuals who are in the pipeline behind them could enhance their
understanding of the mentoring association.
Facilitating a mentoring relationship was seen as complex, because the
most potent associations were demanding without being discouraging or
demeaning. Providing educational and support resources (mentor 911, peer
discussions, access to online resources) to mentors as they deal with challenging
situations may increase the development, maintenance, and ROI of mentoring
associations. Using the PWMB scale could provide shared language and
understanding around effective mentoring behaviors and energize mentors to be
more deliberate and invest more in current mentoring associations.
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Recommendations for Future Research
The recommendations for future research are provided in three areas:
PWMB scale development, research design, and alternative populations.
PWMB scale development. The PWMB scale, developed as part of this
study, exhibited acceptable model fit and level of reliability. Future research is
warranted to further establish the reliability, validity, and usefulness of the scale.
In the development of the PWMB scale, seven new items were added to
enhance the teaching aspect of worthwhile mentoring. Those items functioned
within acceptable parameters in this study. While they align with Kram’s (1985)
concept of mentoring, examining their functionality in future studies and across
diverse samples is warranted.
Examining the psychometric properties with other samples (average
performers, front-line employees, specific industry groups, and technical groups)
could provide useful information regarding the generalizability of the instrument.
The Likert-type scale used in this study was designed to increase
sensitivity for levels of importance, because the sample was describing
mentoring associations perceived as very productive. While this design worked
well with this sample, it could be that a more balanced scale would function
better with other samples and contexts. This is an area for future research.
It was noted that some items in the PWMB scale (particularly Q42)
functioned outside acceptable statistical criteria. Examining functionality of the
items with varied and with larger samples would enhance understanding about
the reliability of the scale and of the 8-factor model.
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Researching the literature and conducting studies to establish convergent
and discriminant validity could provide further evidence of the PWMB scale’s
validity. Areas to investigate include (a) gender differences for protégés and
mentors with respect to the importance of role models, development planning,
development opportunities, and the relationship side of the mentoring
association; (b) age differences and macro sociocultural factors that could
influence a protégé’s perception of the importance of providing opportunities,
teaching, and development within the mentor associations; and (c) the
importance of the teaching aspect of mentoring within the workplace across
generation and gender.
Research design. The research design for this study could be revised to
attain further understanding of effective mentoring associations. First, this
study’s research design did not ensure that the group sizes across the levels of
the independent variables were essentially equal. Using a quota sample or other
method to ensure representation by level is essentially equal might strengthen
this study and its findings.
Conducting qualitative research in concert with the PWMB scale could
enhance understanding of the mechanics of effective mentoring at a behavioral
level. The design could involve administering the PWMB scale to protégés, and
then conducting qualitative interviews with protégés to better understand the
protégé’s perception of what mentoring functions and behaviors are important to
lifelong career development. Further, the design could incorporate qualitative
interviews with mentor and protégé pairs to enhance understanding about the
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reciprocal nature of effective mentoring as well as the negotiation techniques
used by both parties to achieve their shared outcomes.
Alternative populations. The sample for this study was mid-to-high-level
leaders, business owners, and professionals in the workplace. Understanding
the perceived impact of mentoring on lifelong career development with other
groups could add to the body of knowledge around mentoring.
Future research could involve conducting contrasting studies with
populations which are balanced and non-balanced in terms of mentor gender.
Balanced populations are those in which there exists a high preponderance of
mentors of both genders who frequently align with protégés of both genders;
some populations to consider include academia, health industries, and corporate
retail. Non-balanced populations are those that are perceived to have
differences by gender for access, expectations, risks, rewards, and/or outcomes
for mentors and/or protégés. Some populations to consider are professional
sports coaching, elementary education, engineering, entrepreneurial ventures,
finance, hospitality, logistics, manufacturing, military, nursing, occupational
therapy, security, and transportation. Examinations into gendered access,
expectations, risks, rewards, and outcomes as well as cross-gender versus same
gender dynamics could be explored and contrasted.
Additional research could explore mentoring in organizations whose
leadership population is not just global in terms of location, but authentically
international in terms of culture. Within these groups, research could investigate
the complex dynamics and impact of cultural diversity upon the mentoring
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association, and what that means vertically and horizontally within the
organization. Contrast studies could address how mentoring is impacted when a
global organization’s culture is perceived to be primarily “western” versus
“eastern” versus “emerging.” The influence of national and international
regulations as well as the use of technology upon the mentoring association
could be examined. Levels of self-directedness by culture and its impact on the
importance of discrete mentoring behaviors, including the seven new teaching
items, could provide new insights about effective mentoring associations in the
increasingly connected global community.
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Appendix A
Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale
Directions: As you may recall, during the simulation you were encouraged to interact
with a developmental mentor.—someone who could provide suggestions about your
work problems, skill development, and career decisions. The mentor was intended to be
a person you could trust and ask for advice without feeling threatened in any way. The
following questions ask you about various aspects of your relationship with your
developmental mentor, your peers, and the school climate. Your responses will not be
used for any personnel action nor will they be made available to the mentor; they are
strictly confidential and for research purposes only.
In answering the next set of question, please use the following scale:
1 = To a very slight extent
2 = To a small extent
3 = To some extent
4 = To a large extent
5 = To a very large extent
6 = Don’t know
To what extent has your mentor . . .
1. reduced unnecessary risks that could threaten the possibility of you becoming a
school principal or receiving a promotion.
2. provided you with support and feedback regarding your performance as an
educator?
3. helped you to finish assignments/tasks or meet deadlines that otherwise would have
been difficult to complete?
4. helped you to meet new colleagues?
5. given you assignments or tasks in your work that prepare you for an administrative
position?
6. given you responsibilities that increased written and personal contact with individuals
in school administration?
7. suggested specific strategies for achieving your career goals?
8. given you assignments that present opportunities to learn new skills?
Appendix A (continued)
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Appendix A (continued)
9. assigned responsibilities to you that have increased your contact with people in the
district who may judge your potential for further advancement?
10. shared history of his/her career with you?
11. shared ideas with you?
12. suggested specific strategies for accomplishing work objectives?
13. given you feedback regarding your performance in your present job?
14. encouraged you to prepare for advancement?
Answer the next set of questions about your relationship with your mentor using the
following scale:
1 = Strongly disagree
2 = Disagree
3 = Neither agree nor disagree
4 = Agree
5 = Strongly agree
6 = Don’t know
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.

22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.

My mentor has encouraged me to try new ways of behaving in my job.
I try to imitate the work behavior of my mentor.
My mentor has invited me to join him/her for lunch.
I agree with my mentor’s attitudes and values regarding education.
My mentor has demonstrated good listening skills in our conversations.
I respect and admire my mentor.
My mentor has discussed my questions or concerns regarding feelings of
competence, commitment to advancement, relationships with peers and supervisors
or work/family conflicts.
I will try to be like my mentor when I reach a similar position in my career.
My mentor has asked me for suggestions concerning problems s/he has
encountered at school.
My mentor has interacted with me socially outside of work.
My mentor has conveyed feelings of respect for me as an individual.
My mentor has shared personal experiences as an alternative perspective to my
problems.
My mentor has encouraged me to talk openly about anxiety and fears that detract
from my work.
My mentor has conveyed empathy for the concerns and feelings I have discussed
with him/her.
My mentor has kept feelings and doubts I shared with him/her in strict confidence.
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Appendix B
Principal Factor Analysis of Noe’s Mentoring Functions Using Varimax Rotation
Item
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

My mentor has shared history of his/her career with
me. (Coaching)
My mentor has encouraged me to prepare for
advancement. (Coaching)
My mentor has encouraged me to try new ways of
behaving in my job. (Acceptance-andConfirmation)
I try to imitate the work behavior of my mentor.
(Role Model)
I agree with my mentor’s attitudes and values
regarding education. (Role Model)
I respect and admire my mentor. (Role Model)
I will try to be like my mentor when I reach a
similar position in my career. (Role Model)
My mentor has demonstrated good listening skills
in our conversations. (Counseling)
My mentor has discussed my questions or
concerns regarding feelings of competence,
commitment to advancement, relationships with
peers and supervisors or work/family conflicts.
(Counseling)
My mentor has shared personal experiences as an
alternative perspective to my problems.
(Counseling)
My mentor has encouraged me to talk openly
about anxiety and fears that detract from my work.
(Counseling)
My mentor has conveyed empathy for the
concerns and feelings I have discussed with
him/her. (Counseling)
My mentor has kept feelings and doubts I shared
with him/her in strict confidence. (Counseling)
My mentor has conveyed feelings of respect for
me as an individual. (Acceptance-andConfirmation)

Factor Loadings
1
2

M

SD

3.41

1.25

.35

.07

3.76

1.36

.40

.20

3.81

.97

.47

.15

3.24

1.03

.57

.31

4.19

.88

.71

.15

4.49

.82

.79

.12

3.66

.99

.68

.14

4.59

.63

.66

.12

4.08

1.01

.62

.06

3.92

1.00

.50

.07

3.61

1.05

.51

.20

4.24

.76

.65

.08

4.31

.67

.34

.14

4.28

.88

.74

.06
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Factor Loadings
Item

15. My mentor reduced unnecessary risks that
could threaten the possibility of becoming a
school principal or receiving a promotion.
(Protection)
16. My mentor helped me to finish assignments/
tasks or meet deadlines that otherwise would
have been difficult to complete. (Protection)
17. My mentor helped me to meet new
colleagues. (Exposure-and-Visibility)
18. My mentor gave me assignments that
increased written and personal contact with
school administrators. (Exposure-andVisibility)
19. My mentor assigned responsibilities to me that
have increased my contact with people who
may judge my potential for future
advancement. (Exposure-and-Visibility)
20. My mentor gave me assignments or tasks in
my work that prepare me for an administrative
position. (Sponsorship)
21. My mentor gave me assignments that
presented opportunities to learn new skills.
(Challenging Assignments)
22. My mentor provided me with support and
feedback regarding my performance as an
educator. (Challenging Assignments)
23. My mentor suggested specific strategies for
achieving my career goals. (Coaching)
24. My mentor shared ideas with m. (Coaching)
25. My mentor suggested specific strategies for
accomplishing work objectives. (Coaching)
26. My mentor gave me feedback regarding my
performance in my present job. ((Coaching)
27. My mentor has invited me to join him/her for
lunch. (Friendship)
28. My mentor has asked me for suggestions
concerning problems she/he has encountered
at school. (Acceptance-and-Confirmation)
29. My mentor has interacted with me socially
outside of work. (Friendship)

M

SD

1

2

2.41

1.16

.12

.33

2.40

1.21

.11

.61

2.12

1.17

.10

.41

1.94

1.30

.13

.83

1.88

1.21

.14

.80

2.25

1.33

.12

.82

2.25

1.38

.16

.84

3.57

1.18

.42

.35

3.30

1.24

.32

.31

3.74

1.18

.45

.35

3.35

1.30

.31

.34

2.85

1.52

.25

.30

3.24

1.50

.20

.17

2.42

1.10

.22

.12

2.45

1.36

.25

.05

Eigenvalue
11.71
2.62
Variance Explained
67.30% 15.00
Note: Item loadings defining factors are in bold. M = mean; SD = standard deviation. Item
response scale ranged from 1 = to a very slight degree to 5 = to a very large extent.
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Appendix C
Request for Participation
from Researcher to Ambassador Email
[Name]:
[Personalized Salutation Paragraph]
As you know, I am working toward my Ph.D.; I’ve passed the course work and qualifying
exams. What remains is my dissertation research study. Will you help me complete
my dissertation by taking a short survey and sending it on to 10 others? Here are
the key details:
 Your role: A select group of Ambassadors (That’s you, if you decide to help me.)
completes a 9-to-10 minute online survey and sends a link for the same online
survey to 10 individuals from their professional network.
 Confidentiality: Your name would not be revealed in the published study. The
identities of the additional 10 people you select will not be known to me. (The survey
system does not collect any identifying markers, so their anonymity is 100%
protected.)
 You are in control: You have the chance to complete the survey before you forward it
on; if you are uncomfortable with any aspect of the survey, you are not obligated in
any way to finish the survey or to send it on to 10 others. You can choose at any
point to opt out.
 They are in control: The 10 people you select to complete the survey can also opt
out. This is completely voluntary.
 NO cost: There is no cost and no risk. It is just an online survey for my dissertation.
 10 people description: The 10 people fit this description—Individuals you know who
are 40-years-old or older and are either:
 A professional (attorney, accountant, physician, etc.).
 A middle manager or above, not necessarily from your organization.
 A retired professional or retired middle manager or above.
 Topic: My topic is lifelong career development and mentoring.
 Research Study Title: Perceptions of the Importance of Mentoring Functions to
Lifelong Development
 IRB #: eIRB#9412; University of South Florida
Are you willing to be one of my Ambassadors? If yes, THANK YOU! Please reply back
and let me know. If you still have questions/concerns, please call or email. I would love
to share more information.
All the best,
Lynne Key
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Appendix D
Request for Participation
from Ambassador to Participant Email
[Person’s Name]:
A colleague of mine is conducting a research study for her dissertation for her Ph.D.
She asked me to forward the link (below) for an online survey to 10 high-level individuals
in my network of colleagues. I thought of you. Will you please complete the attached
survey?
Here are the key details:
 Time: The estimated completion time for the online survey is 9 to 13 minutes.
 Confidentiality: Your identity will not be known to the researcher or revealed in the
published study. The survey system does not collect any identifying markers. Your
anonymity is 100% protected. I will not know whether or not you choose to
participate.
 Voluntary: You are not obligated in any way to complete the survey. You can choose
at any point to opt out. This is completely voluntary.
 No cost: There is no cost involved. It is just an online survey for a dissertation.
 Topic: The research study is about lifelong career development and mentoring.
 Research Study Title: Perceptions of the Importance of Mentoring Functions to
Lifelong Development
 IRB #: eIRB#9412; University of South Florida
I have already taken the survey. If you have any questions about it, send them my
way.
If you are willing to complete the online survey, please just click on the link below.
You’ll be directed to a screen confirming your willingness to participate, then forwarded
into the online survey.
http://www.XXXXXX.XXXX.com
Thank you for taking the time to consider this request and to support the professional
development of a colleague.
Regards,
[Your Name]
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Appendix E
Agreement to Participate Screen
INFORMED CONSENT
STUDY TITLE:
Perceptions of the Importance of Mentoring Functions to Lifelong Career Development
STUDY RESEARCHERS
 Primary Researcher: Lynne A. Key; University of South Florida; Tampa, FL;
xxx.xxxx@xxxx.xxx
 Faculty Advisor: Dr. Waynne B. James, University of South Florida; Adult, Career,
and Higher Education Department; xxxxx.xxxxx@xxxxx.xxx.
 The Institutional Review Board (IRB) oversees all research to ensure it is conducted
in compliance with federal and state regulations. IRB can be contacted regarding this
study at 813-974-5638; reference eIRB #9412.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY
To understand the perceived impact that mentoring actions had on individuals’ lifelong
career development.
STUDY STEPS
 You will complete an online survey about factors which contributed to your lifelong
career development. Completion time is 9-10 minutes.
 Your responses are anonymous.
 Your responses will be grouped, recorded, and analyzed.
WHY YOU ARE BEING ASKED TO PARTICIPATE
 You are being asked to participate because you are 40 years-of-age or older and
have experienced career development.
 Approximately 500 individuals will participate in this study.
BENEFITS OF THE STUDY
You will be contributing to knowledge about mentoring and its impact on lifelong career
development.
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Appendix E (continued)
CONFIDENTIALITY
 Your responses will be kept completely confidential.
 Your IP address will NOT BE KNOWN when you respond to the Internet survey. NO
identifying markers are collected.
 Only the researcher will see your individual survey responses.
COSTS, RISKS OR DISCOMFORTS
 There is no cost for participating in this study.
 No risks or discomforts are anticipated from taking part in this study.
 If you feel uncomfortable with a question in the survey, you can skip that question or
withdraw from the study altogether.
DECISION TO QUIT AT ANY TIME
 Your participation is voluntary; you may withdraw at any time by leaving the website.
 If you do not click on the "submit" button at the end of each screen, your answers on
that screen will not be recorded.
HOW THE FINDINGS WILL BE USED
 The results from the study will be used in the researcher’s dissertation.
 The results may be presented in educational settings, at professional conferences,
and/or published in educational or professional journals.
AGREEMENT TO PARTICIPATE
By beginning this survey, you acknowledge that you have read this information and
agree to participate in this research with the knowledge that you are free to withdraw
your participation at any time.
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Appendix F
Non-Participant Thank-You Screen
Thank you for considering participating in this research study.
If you would like more information about the study before you agree to participate,
please contact the primary researcher, Lynne Key, at xxxxxxx@xxx.xxx or at 1-XXXXXX-XXXX.
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Appendix G
Mentoring Relationship Items
This survey is about lifelong career development. It has 4 sections and takes
approximately 9 – 13 minutes to complete. Please consider your career
development journey as you read each question, then select the answer you feel
BEST matches your experiences.
SECTION 1of 4
1. Think back on your lifelong career. At any stage of your career, have you had
one or more individuals who took a personal interest in and substantially
contributed to your lifelong career development (Some examples include a
leader in your organization or industry, a professor or teacher, a manager or
supervisor, an accomplished peer, or an influential friend or relative.)?
Yes (If you select yes, please continue to question 2 in this section.)
No (If you select no, please go directly to section 4.)
Of the individuals who took a personal interest in and substantially contributed to
your career, please choose the one you feel had the greatest impact on your
lifelong career development. Consider that person as you answer the following
questions.
(This section has 10 items and takes approximately 3 minutes to complete.)
2. As compared to you at the beginning of this association, which of the
following describes that individual? (Please check all that apply.)
Higher ranking
More influential
Well-known
Older in years
More experienced in the industry
More experienced in the organization as a whole
More experienced in the work world in general
More experienced in life in general
A specialist in particular areas that were important to me
Other (Please specify) _______________________________
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3. During what period of your life did this association begin?
Before college
During college
During the first 5 years of my career
During the 6-10 years of my career
During the 11-20 years of my career
Other (Please specify) _______________________________
4. What was your career position when this association began? (Please check all
that apply.)
Student (undergraduate)
Student (graduate)
Individual contributor (non-manager)
Frontline Manager (manager of individual contributors)
Middle Manager (manager of managers)
Senior Manager (manager of a division or region)
C-Level Executive (CEO, CFO, COO, etc.)
Business owner
Professional
Other (Please specify) _________________________________
5. What was the individual’s connection to you when the association began?
(Please check all that apply.)
Professor/teacher
Friend
Relative
Alumnus of my high school
Alumnus of my college/university
Peer
Leader in my organization
Leader in an organization other than my organization
Senior Manager (manager of a division or region)
Fellow member of a professional or industry organization
Other (Please specify) ________________________________
6. Was the association the result of a formal career development program?
Yes
No

Appendix G (continued)
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7. If the individual was a leader in your organization, were you in his/her
reporting line?
Yes
No
8. What was your position when this association ended? (Please check all that
apply.)
Student (undergraduate)
Student (graduate)
Individual Contributor (non-manager)
Frontline Manager (manager of individual contributors)
Middle Manager (manager of managers)
Senior Manager (manager of a division or region)
C-Level Executive (CEO, CFO, COO, etc.)
Professional
Business Owner
Other (Please specify) _________________________________
9. What level of influence did this individual have on your career?
Extraordinary
Substantial
Moderate
Little
None
10. What level of influence did this individual have on you as a person?
Extraordinary
Substantial
Moderate
Little
None
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Appendix H
Autobiographical Memory Items
SECTION 2 of 4
The questions in this section relate to specific characteristics of the association
you have been describing. Brief answers are sufficient. (This section has 4 items
and takes approximately 2 minutes to complete.)
11. Which of the following describes the interactions you had with this individual?
Most interactions were scheduled.
I initiated most interactions.
The interactions felt more like a formal meeting than a conversation.
12. What did your peers/colleagues think about this individual? List 2 descriptors
they might have used.
______________________________
______________________________
13. What did this individual think about you? List 2 descriptors he or she might
have used.
______________________________
______________________________
14. What was this individual’s gender?
Female
Male
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Appendix I
Perceptions of Workplace Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB) Scale
SECTION 3 of 4
On the previous screens, you have described an association you had with an
individual who took a personal interest in and contributed to your lifelong career
development. The questions in this section relate to specific actions the individual
may have taken to support your career development. (This section has 44 items
and takes approximately 3 minutes to complete.)
Please read each item, then select the choice that you feel most closely represents how
important this developmental action was to your lifelong career development.
1 = Not At All Important
2 = Slightly Important
3 = Moderately Important
4 = Very Important
5 = Exceptionally Important
N/A = Not Applicable (The individual did not take this action.)

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

1. The individual shared his/her career history with me.
2. The individual encouraged me when I tried new things.
3. The individual modeled behaviors that I could imitate.
4. The individual encouraged me to assume responsibilities
that increased my contact with others who could
influence my career advancement.

5. The individual invited me to join him/her for work-related
lunches or dinners.

6. The individual encouraged me to identify specific
professional development goals.

7. The individual demonstrated work-related
attitudes/values with which I agreed.

8. The individual challenged me to pursue high work
performance.
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Please read each item, then select the choice that you feel most closely represents how
important this developmental action was to your lifelong career development.
1 = Not At All Important
2 = Slightly Important
3 = Moderately Important
4 = Very Important
5 = Exceptionally Important
N/A = Not Applicable (The individual did not take this action.)

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

9. The individual facilitated access to opportunities for
promotion.

10. The individual discussed my questions/concerns
regarding relationships with supervisors.

11. The individual helped me to complete projects/tasks

that otherwise would have been difficult to complete.

12. The individual provided information about

developmental areas I needed to address to move
forward.

13. The individual expressed confidence in my ability to
master new skills required to move forward.

14. The individual helped me expand my professional
network.

15. The individual demonstrated good listening skills in
our conversations.

16. The individual shared work-related ideas with me.
17. The individual modeled what I wanted to become.
18. The individual conveyed empathy for my concerns
and feelings.

19. The individual suggested ways to address

developmental areas which were barriers to moving
forward.

20. The individual acted in ways I respected.
21. The individual discussed my questions/concerns
regarding level of competence.

22. The individual provided opportunities to gain new
knowledge.

23. The individual addressed risks that could have
threatened my career advancement.

24. The individual suggested specific strategies to
accomplish work objectives.
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Please read each item, then select the choice that you feel most closely represents how
important this developmental action was to your lifelong career development.
1 = Not At All Important
2 = Slightly Important
3 = Moderately Important
4 = Very Important
5 = Exceptionally Important
N/A = Not Applicable (The individual did not take this action.)

1

2

3

4

5

N/A

25. The individual encouraged me to identify
developmental areas I needed to address to move
forward.

26. The individual discussed my questions/concerns
regarding conflicts between work and family.

27. The individual asked me for suggestions concerning
problems encountered at work.

28. The individual gave me projects that increased my
contact with key colleagues.

29. The individual suggested specific strategies for
achieving my career goals.

30. The individual kept the feelings and doubts I shared
in strict confidence.

31. The individual encouraged me to seek out ways to
address developmental areas which were barriers to
moving forward.

32. The individual discussed questions/concerns
regarding my commitment to advancement.

33. The individual challenged me to set high goals.
34. The individual shared personal experiences to
provide an alternative perspective to my problems.

35. The individual provided opportunities to learn new
skills.

36. The individual facilitated access to opportunities for
lateral career advancement.

37. The individual encouraged me to talk openly about
anxiety that detracted from my work.
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Please read each item, then select the choice that you feel most closely represents how
important this developmental action was to your lifelong career development.
1 = Not At All Important
2 = Slightly Important
3 = Moderately Important
4 = Very Important
5 = Exceptionally Important
N/A = Not Applicable (The individual did not take this action.)

1
38. The individual acted in ways that built trust.
39. The individual encouraged me to prepare for career
advancement.

40. The individual conveyed respect for me as an
individual.
41. The individual gave me feedback regarding
performance in my current job.
42. The individual interacted with me socially
outside of work.
43. The individual discussed my questions/concerns
regarding relationships with peers.
44. The individual practical experiences to master
new skills required to move forward.
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2

3

4

5

N/A

Appendix J
Participant Information Items
SECTION 4 of 4
In this section, please describe yourself. Some questions may seem unusual;
however, each question relates to a key area of career development research.
Please answer each question . . . even those that are atypical. (This is the final
section. It has 9 items and takes about 1 minute to complete.)
1. What is your gender?
Female
Male
2. How tall are you?
___________ Feet ___________ Inches
3. What year were you born?
___________
4. What levels of education have you completed (Please check all that apply.)
Some high school
High school degree or G. E. D.
Technical certificate or degree
A.S. or A.A.
B.S. or B.A.
M.S. or MA.
M.B.A.
Ed.D.
Ph.D.
Other (Please specify) ______________________________
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5. Did you work when you were in high school? (Please check all that apply.)
I did not attend high school.
Yes, I worked part time.
Yes, I worked full time.
Yes, I worked summers.
No
Other (Please specify) ______________________________
6. Did you work when you were in college?
I did not attend college.
Yes, I worked part time.
Yes, I worked full time.
Yes, I worked summers.
No
Other (Please specify) ______________________________
7. What is your birth order in relation to your siblings?
(For example if you are the oldest of 3, enter 1 of 3. If you are the youngest of 6,
enter 6 of 6.)
_______________ of _______________
8. Have you taken an interest in and supported the career development of one or
more individuals?
No
Yes
9. Think about ALL of the individuals who took a personal interest in and
substantially contributed to your career development. Which of the following
describes that group of individuals?
Only one person and she was female.
Only one person and he was male.
Equal females and males.
Most were female.
Most were male.
All were female.
All were male.
Other (Please specify) ______________________________
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Appendix K
Participant Thank-You Screen
Thank you for participating in this research study.
You can learn more about the study, or share questions and concerns by contacting:


Primary Researcher: Lynne A. Key; University of South Florida; Tampa, Florida;
xxxxx@xxxx.xxx..



Faculty Advisor: Dr. Waynne B. James, University of South Florida; Adult, Career,
and Higher Education Department; xxxxx@xxxx.xxx..



The Institutional Review Board (IRB) oversees all research to ensure it is conducted
in compliance with federal and state regulations. IRB can be contacted directly
regarding this study at 813-974-5638; please reference study eIRB #9412.
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Appendix L
Copy of Permission to Use Correspondence with Noe
Street Address
City, FL XXXXX
XXXX@mail.usf.edu
[Date]
Dr. Raymond A. Noe
Street Address
City, FL XXXXX
XXXX@fisher.osu.edu
Dear Dr. Noe:
I am a doctoral candidate working on my dissertation under the guidance of Dr.
Waynne James at the University of South Florida. My area of interest is workplace
mentoring and Dr. James, who also guided the dissertation work of Amy Wilson,
recommended that I learn about your work around mentoring functions.
The purpose of this letter is to ask your permission to use and slightly modify your
instrument, the Mentoring Functions Scale for the Protégé, for my doctoral study. My
population is corporate protégés and item phrasing/use of terms may need to be
modified to fit the corporate environment. I am very willing to share information about
my study and its results with you.
If you are willing to grant me permission to use your instrument as described above
in my dissertation, please sign the enclosed letter and return it to me in the enclosed
stamped envelope. If you would like to discuss this request in more detail, I welcome
that opportunity. Please contact me at the email listed above or on my cell phone at [xxxxxx-xxxx].
Thank you for considering this request.
Sincerely,
Lynne A. Key
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Appendix M
Invitation from Researcher
to Expert Panel Email
[Name]:
Will you please help me by reviewing and validating a mentoring assessment I will use in my
dissertation research study? Given your expertise in [name area of expertise], I believe your
insights will be invaluable. Here are key details regarding my request:










Who: I am a doctoral student at the University of South Florida, working under the guidance
of Dr. Waynne B. James.
What: The assessment I need you to validate is based on Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions
Scale. Dr. Noe has granted his permission to use and modify the instrument for the purpose
of this research study.
How: Validating entails comparing each of Dr. Noe’s original 29 items with each modified
item. You’ll indicate if the meaning of the modified item is essentially the same as the original
item, but reworded to fit the corporate context. If not, you’ll note your comments and insights
so that item can be improved. I’ll provide an easy-to-use validation sheet.
Timing: The entire validation process will take approximately 20 to 45 minutes to complete.
My best guess is that the validation process will launch in September or October, 2012.
Identification: As a member of the expert panel, you will be identified by name in my
dissertation.
Research Study Title: Perceptions of the Importance of Mentoring Functions to Lifelong
Development
IRB #: eIRB#9412; University of South Florida

If you are willing to be on my expert panel, please just reply to this email. Thank you! If you have
questions about the validation process or my research study in general, please email or call me at
1-XXX-XXX-XXXX. I welcome the opportunity answer your questions.
Thank you for considering this request.
All the best,
Lynne Key
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Appendix N
Expert Panel Members
Expert

Area of Expertise

Organization

Tammy D. Allen, Ph.D.

Mentoring and Psychology

University of South Florida

Jeffrey Anderson, Ph.D.

Research, Measurement,
Organizational
Development, Corporate
Culture

St. Leo College

Adriene Bailey, M.B.A.

Corporate Operations,
Marketing, and Corporate
Culture

Yusen Logistics

Robert Dedrick, Ph.D.

Research, Measurement,
and Mentoring

University of South Florida

Barbara Harding, M.A.

Leadership, Mentoring,
Human Resource
Development, Corporate
Culture

Nike University

Kathleen P. King, Ed.D.

Adult Development,
Mentoring, and Research

University of South Florida

Kathy E. Kram, Ph.D.

Mentoring and
Management

Boston University

Ken Mason, M.A.

Corporate Culture, Global
Human Resource
Development

Sonoco
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Appendix O
Correspondence From Researcher
to Expert Panel
Dear [Name]:
Thank you for agreeing to serve as a member of the Expert Panel, participating in the validation
of a mentoring instrument that I am developing for my dissertation at the University of South
Florida. Here are key details:








The purpose of my research study is to investigate the importance of discrete mentoring
functions to lifelong career development as perceived by former protégés in middle to late
adulthood.
The modified instrument is based on Noe’s (1988) Mentoring Functions Scale.
Dr. Noe has granted his permission to use and modify the instrument for the purpose of this
study.
Research Study Title: Perceptions of the Importance of Mentoring Functions to Lifelong
Development
IRB #: eIRB#9412; University of South Florida
The validation sheet is a pdf-form. It’s been tested, however technology can be
unpredictable. Therefore, please a) download it; b) fill out one row; c) try to Save it. If it
saves, it should mean the pdf-form will function properly on your computer. If it does not
save, please just print it and fill it out by hand. (Let me know and I will send to you a printed
Validation Sheet and a stamped, self-addressed envelope to return the completed sheet.)

Please follow the directions at the top of the validation sheet and return your responses to me by
[date].
If you have questions about the validation process or my study in general, please contact me at
xxxx.xxxx@xxxx.xxx or 1-XXX-XXX-XXXX. I welcome the opportunity to hear and discuss your
insights.
Thank you for your participation.
All the best,
Lynne Key
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Appendix O (continued)
Expert Panel Instructions
The purpose of this activity is to compare the wording of each item from Noe’s (1988)
Mentoring Functions Scale with that of each item from the Revised Mentoring Functions
Scale.
Modification
By design, the revised scale reflects these modifications:
 Word choice is revised so that items are applicable to the corporate context;
 Word choice is revised from present tense to past tense;
 The Likert scale is revised from “extent” and “agreement” terms to “importance”
terms.
 The term “mentor” is replaced with the term “individual.” Prior to answering the
items, participants are prompted to:
(a) Think back on your lifelong career. At any stage of your career, have you had
one or more individuals who took a personal interest in and contributed to your
career development?
Yes (If you select yes, please continue to question 2 in this section.)
No (If you select no, please go directly to section 4.)
(b) Of the individuals who took a personal interest in and contributed to your career,
please choose the one you feel had the greatest impact on your lifelong career
development. Consider that person as you answer the following questions.
Technology: PDF-Form
The attached Validation Sheet is a PDF-form. Please:
1. Download the form to your computer.
2. Enter your responses, following the instructions at the top of page 1.
3. SAVE the document.
4. Email back to XXXX.XXX@XXXX.XXX.
NOTE: In pre-testing, 20 of 20 people with different computer configurations were able
to enter data into the form, save the form with their entries, then email it successfully. It
is, however, impossible to anticipate every computer configuration, so please test the
form on your computer after you have answered the first item to ensure it works
properly for you. If the form does not work properly on your computer, please print the
form, complete by hand, and mail to Lynne Key, Street Address, City, Florida XXXXX. (I
will reimburse you for the postage.)
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Appendix O (continued)
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Appendix O (continued)
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Appendix P
Expert Panel Decision Path
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Appendix Q
Expert Panel Item Revision Sequence
Original Noe
(1988) Item

Round 1 Items

Round 2 Items
(Revisions
based on Round
1 Feedback)
The individual
helped me with
risks that could
have threatened
my career
advancement.

Round 3 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 2
Feedback)
No Change.

Q1
Mentor reduced
unnecessary
risks that could
threaten the
possibility of
becoming a
school principal
or receiving a
promotion.

The individual
helped me with
problems that
could have
threatened my
career
advancement.

Q2
Mentor provided
you with support
and feedback
regarding your
performance as
an educator.

The individual
provided me
with feedback
regarding my
overall work
performance.

The individual
provided support
pertaining to my
work
performance.

The individual
challenged me to
pursue
exceptional work
performance.
The individual
challenged me to
set high goals.

Q3
Mentor helped
you finish
assignments/
tasks or meet
deadlines that
otherwise would
have been
difficult to
complete.

The individual
helped me to
complete
projects/tasks
that otherwise
would have
been difficult to
complete.

No Change.

No Change.

Final PWMB Item
Q23
The individual
addressed risks
that could have
threatened my
career
advancement.

Q8
The individual
challenged me to
pursue high work
performance.
Q33
The individual
challenged me to
set high goals.
Q11
The individual
helped me to
complete
projects/tasks
that otherwise
would have been
difficult to
complete
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Appendix Q (continued)
Original Noe
(1988) Item

Round 1 Items

Q4
Mentor helped
you to meet new
colleagues.

The individual
helped me
expand my
professional
network.

Q5
Mentor gave you
assignments or
tasks in your
work that prepare
you for an
administrative
position.

The individual
gave me
projects that
prepared me
for professional
growth and/or
career
advancement.

Round 2 Items
(Revisions
based on Round
1 Feedback)
No Change.

Round 3 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 2
Feedback)
No Change.

The individual
opened
doors/facilitated
access to
opportunities for
lateral career
advancement.

No Change.

The individual
opened
doors/facilitated
access to
opportunities for
promotion.

No Change.

Q9
The individual
facilitated access
to opportunities
for promotion

Final PWMB Item
Q14
The individual
helped me
expand my
professional
network.
Q36
The individual
facilitated access
to opportunities
for lateral career
advancement.

Q6
Mentor gave you
assignments that
increased written
and personal
contact with
school
administrators.

The individual
gave me
projects that
increased
my contact with
key colleagues.

No Change.

No Change.

Q28
The individual
gave me projects
that increased my
contact with key
colleagues.

Q7
Mentor
suggested
specific
strategies
for achieving your
career goals.

The individual
suggested
specific
strategies
for achieving my
career goals.

No Change.

No Change.

Q29
The individual
suggested
specific strategies
for achieving my
career goals.
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Appendix Q (continued)
Original Noe
(1988) Item
Q8
Mentor gave you
assignments that
present
opportunities to
learn new skills.

Round 1 Items
The individual
gave me projects
that provided
opportunities
to learn new
knowledge
and/or skills.

Round 2 Items
(Revisions
based on Round
1 Feedback)

Round 3 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 2
Feedback)
No Change.

The individual
provided
opportunities to
gain new
knowledge.

Final PWMB
Item
Q22
The individual
provided
opportunities to
gain new
knowledge.

No Change.

Q35
The individual
provided
opportunities to
learn new skills.

The individual
provided
opportunities to
learn new skills.
Q9
Mentor assigned
responsibilities to
you that have
increased your
contact with
people in the
district who may
judge your
potential for
future
advancement.

The individual
encouraged me
to assume
responsibilities
that increased
my contact with
others who could
control or
influence my
career
development.

The individual
encouraged me
to assume
responsibilities
that increased
my contact with
others who
could influence
my career
advancement.

No Change.

Q4
The individual
encouraged me
to assume
responsibilities
that increased
my contact with
others who
could influence
my career
advancement.

Q10
Mentor has
shared history of
his/her career.

The individual
shared his/her
career history
with me.

No Change.

No Change.

Q11
Mentor shared
ideas with you.

The individual
shared
professional
ideas with me.

The individual
shared workrelated ideas
with me.

No Change.

Q12
Mentor suggested
specific strategies
for accomplishing
work objectives.

The individual
suggested
specific
strategies
to accomplish
work objectives.

No Change.

No Change.

Q1
The individual
shared his/her
career history
with me.
Q16
The individual
shared workrelated ideas
with me.
Q24
The individual
suggested
specific
strategies to
accomplish work
objectives.
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Original Noe
(1988) Item

Round 1 Items

Round 2 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 1
Feedback)
The individual
gave me
feedback
regarding
performance in
my current job.

Round 3 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 2
Feedback)
No Change.

Q13
Mentor gave you
feedback
regarding your
performance in
your present job.

The individual
gave me
feedback
regarding my job
performance.

Q14
Mentor has
encouraged me
to prepare for
advancement.

The individual
encouraged me
to participate in
professional
development
activities
The individual
encouraged me
to try new ways
of behaving in
my job.

The individual
encouraged me
to prepare for
career
advancement.

No Change.

The individual
encouraged me
when I tried new
things.

No Change.

I tried to imitate
work behaviors
modeled by the
individual.

The individual
modeled
behaviors that I
could imitate.

No Change.

The individual
invited me to join
him/her
for work-related
lunches and/or
dinners.
I agreed with the
individual's
attitudes
and values
regarding work.

The individual
invited me for
work-related
lunches and/or
dinners.

The individual
invited me to join
him/her for workrelated lunches
or dinners.

The individual
demonstrated
work-related
attitudes/values
that agreed with.

The individual
demonstrated
work-related
attitudes/values
with which I
agreed.

Q15
Mentor has
encouraged me
to try new ways
of behaving in
my job.
Q16
I try to imitate
the work
behavior of my
mentor.
Q17
My mentor has
invited me to
join him/her for
lunch.
Q18
I agree with my
mentor’s
attitudes and
values regarding
education.

Final PWMB
Item
Q41
The individual
gave me
feedback
regarding
performance in
my current job.
Q39
The individual
encouraged me
to prepare for
career
advancement.
Q2
The individual
encouraged me
when I tried new
things.
Q3
The individual
modeled
behaviors that I
could imitate.
Q5
The individual
invited me to join
him/her for workrelated lunches
or dinners.
Q7
The individual
demonstrated
work-related
attitudes/values
with which I
agreed.
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Original Noe
(1988) Item

Round 1 Items

Round 2 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 1
Feedback)
No Change.

Q19
My mentor has
demonstrated
good listening
skills in our
conversations.

The individual
demonstrated
good listening
skills in our
conversations.

Q20
I respect and
admire my
mentor.

The individual
earned my
respect.

The individual
acted in ways I
respected.

The individual
earned my
admiration.

Remove Item.

Round 3 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 2
Feedback)
No Change.

Final PWMB
Item
Q15
The individual
demonstrated
good listening
skills in our
conversations.
Q20
The individual
acted in ways I
respected
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Original Noe
(1988) Item

Q21
My mentor
discussed my
questions or
concerns
regarding
feelings of
competence,
commitment to
advancement,
relationships with
peers and
supervisors or
work/family
conflicts.

Round 1 Items

The individual
addressed my
concerns
regarding
relationships with
others.

The individual
addressed my
concerns
regarding
feelings of
competence.

Round 2 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 1
Feedback)
The individual
discussed my
questions/
concerns
regarding
relationships with
peers.

Round 3 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 2
Feedback)
No Change.

The individual
discussed my
questions/
concerns
regarding
relationships
with supervisors.

No Change.

The individual
discussed my
questions/
concerns
regarding
conflicts between
work and family.

No Change.

The individual
discussed my
questions/
concerns
regarding level of
competence.

No Change.

The individual
discussed
questions/
concerns
regarding my
commitment to
advancement.

No Change.

Final PWMB Item
Q43
The individual
discussed my
questions/
concerns
regarding
relationships with
peers.
Q10
The individual
discussed my
questions/
concerns
regarding
relationships with
supervisors.
Q26
The individual
discussed my
questions/
concerns
regarding
conflicts between
work and family
Q21
The individual
discussed my
questions/
concerns
regarding level of
competence.
Q32
The individual
discussed
questions/
concerns
regarding my
commitment to
advancement.
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Original Noe
(1988) Item

Round 1 Items

Round 2 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 1
Feedback)
No Change.

Round 3 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 2
Feedback)
No Change.

Final PWMB
Item

Q22
I will try to be like
my mentor when
I reach a similar
position in my
career.

The individual
modeled what I
wanted to
become.

Q17
The individual
modeled what I
wanted to
become.

Q23
My mentor has
asked me for
suggestions
concerning
problems she/he
has encountered
at school.

The individual
asked me for
suggestions
concerning
problems he/she
encountered at
work.

The individual
asked me for
suggestions
concerning
problems
encountered at
work.

No Change.

Q27
The individual
asked me for
suggestions
concerning
problems
encountered at
work.

Q24
My mentor has
interacted with
me socially
outside of work.
Q25
My mentor has
conveyed
feelings of
respect for me as
an individual.

The individual
interacted with
me socially
outside of work.

No Change.

No Change.

The individual
conveyed
respect for me as
an individual.

No Change.

No Change.

Q42
The individual
interacted with
me socially
outside of work.
Q40
The individual
conveyed
respect for me
as an individual.

Q26
My mentor has
shared personal
experiences as
an alternative
perspective to
my problems.

The individual
shared personal
experiences as
an alternate
perspective to
my problems.

The individual
shared personal
experiences to
provide
alternative
perspectives to
my problems.

No Change.

Q34
The individual
shared personal
experiences to
provide an
alternative
perspective to
my problems.
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Original Noe
(1988) Item
Q27
My mentor has
encouraged me
to talk openly
about anxiety
and feels that
detract from my
work.
Q28
My mentor has
conveyed
empathy for the
concerns and
feelings I have
discussed with
him/her.
Q29
My mentor has
kept feelings and
doubts I shared
with him/her in
strict confidence.

Round 2 Items
(Revisions
based on Round
1 Feedback)
No Change.

Round 3 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 2
Feedback)
No Change.

The individual
conveyed
empathy for my
concerns and
feelings.

No Change.

No Change.

Q18
The individual
conveyed
empathy for my
concerns and
feelings.

The individual
kept the feelings
and doubts
I shared with
him/her in strict
confidence.

The individual
kept feelings and
doubts
I shared in strict
confidence.

The individual
kept the feelings
and doubts I
shared in strict
confidence.

Q30
The individual
kept the feelings
and doubts I
shared in strict
confidence.
Q38
The individual
acted in ways
that built trust.

Round 1 Items
The individual
encouraged me
to talk openly
about anxiety
and fears that
detracted from
my work.

The individual
acted in ways
that built trust.
The individual
encouraged me
to identify
specific
professional
development
goals.
The individual
provided
information about
developmental
areas I needed to
address to move
forward.

Final PWMB Item
Q37
The individual
encouraged me
to talk openly
about anxiety
that detracted
from my work.

Q6
The individual
encouraged me
to identify
specific
professional
development
goals.
Q12
The individual
provided
information about
developmental
areas I needed to
address to move
forward
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Original Noe
(1988) Item

Round 1 Items

Round 2 Items
(Revisions
based on Round
1 Feedback)

Round 3 Items
(Revisions based
on Round 2
Feedback)
The individual
encouraged me
to identify
developmental
areas I needed to
address to move
forward.
The individual
suggested ways
to address
developmental
areas which were
barriers to
moving forward.
The individual
encouraged me
to seek out ways
to address
developmental
areas which were
barriers to
moving forward.
The individual
expressed
confidence in my
ability to master
new skills
required to move
forward.
The individual
provided
practical
experiences to
master new skills
required to move
forward.
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Final PWMB Item
Q25
The individual
encouraged me
to identify
developmental
areas I needed to
address to move
forward
Q19
The individual
suggested ways
to address
developmental
areas which were
barriers to
moving forward.
Q31
The individual
encouraged me
to seek out ways
to address
developmental
areas which were
barriers to
moving forward.
Q13
The individual
expressed
confidence in my
ability to master
new skills
required to move
forward.
Q44
The individual
provided
practical
experiences to
master new skills
required to move
forward.

Appendix R
Data Analyses Matrix
Planned Data Analyses by Research Question and Data Collection Items
Research Question

Section of
Questionnaire

Item
Number(s)

Data Analyses

1. What are the validity and reliability
metrics associated with the
Perceptions of Workplace
Mentoring Behaviors (PWMB)
scale?

PWMB

1 – 44

Confirmatory Factor
Analysis

2. Which mentoring functions and
behaviors, as measured by the
PWMB scale, are perceived to be
important to lifelong career
development by former protégés
who are in the middle to late
adulthood?

PWMB

3. Do these perceptions differ by
former protégé gender?

PWMB
Participant
Information

1-44
1

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Multiple Regression

4. Do these perceptions differ by
mentor gender?

PWMB
Autobiographical
Memory Items

1-44
4

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Regression

5. Do these perceptions differ by the
gender distribution of all individuals
who have mentored the former
protégé?

PWMB
Participant
Information

1-44
9

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Regression

6. Do these perceptions differ by
former protégé age?

PWMB
Participant
Information

1-44
3

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Regression

7. Do these perceptions differ by
former protégés’ experience as a
mentor to others?

PWMB
Participant
Information

1-44
8

Kruskal-Wallis Test
Regression

Mentoring
Relationship
Autobiographical
Memory
Participant
Information

All
All

Frequency Distribution

Demographic characteristics of sample

Cronbach’s Alpha
1-44

Frequency
Measures of Central
Tendency
Measure of Variability
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Appendix S
IRB Approval Notification

September 14, 2012
Lynne Key
Adult, Career and Higher Education
Tampa, FL 33612
RE: Expedited Approval for Initial Review
IRB#: Pro00009412
Title: Pilot: Perceptions of the Importance of Mentoring Functions to Lifelong
Career Development
Dear Ms. Key:
On 9/13/2012 the Institutional Review Board (IRB) reviewed and APPROVED
the above referenced protocol. Please note that your approval for this study will
expire on 9/13/2013.
Approved Items:
Protocol Document(s):
Perceptions of the Importance of Mentoring Functions to Lifelong
Career Development
Consent/Assent Documents:
Waiver of Informed Consent Documentation granted on the Adult ICF
It was the determination of the IRB that your study qualified for expedited review
which includes activities that (1) present no more than minimal risk to human
subjects, and (2) involve only procedures listed in one or more of the categories
outlined below. The IRB may review research through the expedited review
procedure authorized by 45CFR46.110 and 21 CFR 56.110. The research
Appendix S (continued)
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Appendix S (continued)
proposed in this study is categorized under the following expedited review category:
(7) Research on individual or group characteristics or behavior (including, but not
limited to, research on perception, cognition, motivation, identity, language,
communication, cultural beliefs or practices, and social behavior) or research
employing survey, interview, oral history, focus group, program evaluation, human
factors evaluation, or quality assurance methodologies.
Your study qualifies for a waiver of the requirements for the documentation of informed
consent as outlined in the federal regulations at 45 CFR 46.117 (c): An IRB may waive
the requirement for the investigator to obtain a signed consent form for some or all
subjects if it finds either: (1) That the only record linking the subject and the research
would be the consent document and the principal risk would be potential harm resulting
from a breach of confidentiality. Each subject will be asked whether the subject wants
documentation linking the subject with the research, and the subject's wishes will
govern; or (2) That the research presents no more than minimal risk of harm to subjects
and involves no procedures for which written consent is normally required outside of the
research context.
As the principal investigator of this study, it is your responsibility to conduct this
study in accordance with IRB policies and procedures and as approved by the IRB.
Any changes to the approved research must be submitted to the IRB for review and
approval by an amendment.
We appreciate your dedication to the ethical conduct of human subject research at the
University of South Florida and your continued commitment to human research
protections. If you have

any questions regarding this matter, please call 813974-5638. Sincerely,
John Schinka, PhD, Chairperson
USF Institutional Review Board
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Appendix T
Item Descriptive Statistics by Factor for PWMB Scale (8-factor Model)
Response Percentage
(Extent of Importance)

Item by Factor

Psychosocial Category
Acceptance &
Confirmation
Q2 encouraged me
when I tried new things.
Q8 challenged me to
pursue high work
performance.
Q13 expressed
confidence in my ability to
master new skills required
to move forward.
Q33 challenged me to set
high goals.

M

SD

Skew.

Kur.

N/A

n
5

4

3

2

1

4.33

0.67

-0.66 -0.16

5

449

42.8

47.9

8.5

0.9

0.0

4.42

0.71

-1.15

1.33

9

445

53.5

36.6

8.5

1.1

0.2

4.56

0.62

-1.51

3.28

3

450

62.0

33.6

3.6

0.7

0.2

4.16

0.89

-1.11

1.29

15

439

40.5

41.2

13.2

3.6

1.4

4.20

0.92

-1.38

2.08

5

448

44.6

38.6

11.6

2.7

2.5

4.30

0.77

-1.36

2.77

4

450

44.0

46.0

6.7

2.4

0.9

4.01

1.03

-0.92

0.30

17

436

39.4

33.3

18.6

6.2

2.5

4.41

0.82

-1.72

3.48

3

451

55.9

33.9

6.4

2.4

1.3

3.58

1.12

-0.55 -0.38

80

371

22.4

35.6

25.1

11.6

5.4

2.94

1.26

-0.04 -1.09

111

342

11.1

26.9

23.1

22.5

16.4

3.38

1.12

-0.51 -0.49

82

369

13.8

40.1

23.8

15.2

7.0

Role Model
Q3 modeled behaviors
that I could imitate.
Q7 demonstrated workrelated attitudes/values
with which I agreed.
Q17 modeled what I
wanted to become.
Q20 acted in ways I
respected.
Professional Issue
Counseling
(Counseling- Part A)
Q10 discussed my
questions/concerns
regarding relationships
with supervisors.
Q26 discussed my
questions/concerns
regarding conflicts
between work and family.
Q27 asked me for
suggestions concerning
problems encountered at
work.
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Response Percentage
(Extent of Importance)

Item by Factor

Q32 discussed
questions/concerns
regarding my commitment
to advancement.
Q37 encouraged me to
talk openly about anxiety
that detracted from my
work.
Q43 discussed my
questions/ concerns
regarding relationships
with peers.
Relationship
Fundamentals
(Counseling- Part B)
Q15 demonstrated good
listening skills in our
conversations.
Q18 conveyed empathy
for my concerns and
feelings.
Q30 kept the feelings
and doubts I shared in
strict confidence.
Q38 acted in ways that
built trust.
Q40 conveyed respect
for me as an individual.
Career
Networking
(Friendship & Exposure/
Visibility)
Q4 encouraged me to
assume responsibilities
that increased my contact
with others who could
influence my career
advancement.
Q5 invited me to join
him/her for work-related
lunches or dinners.
Q14 helped me expand
my professional network.
Q28 gave me projects
that increased my contact
with key colleagues.
Q42 interacted with me
socially outside of work.

M

SD

Skew.

Kur.

N/A

n
5

4

3

2

1

3.45

1.07

-0.47

-0.32

74

379

15.6

37.2

29.0

12.7

5.5

2.89

1.30

-0.03

-1.10

111

343

12.0

23.6

26.5

17.5

20.4

3.23

1.16

-0.24

-0.67

64

390

14.6

27.9

32.3

16.2

9.0

4.21

0.82

-1.02

1.15

5

449

41.0

43.2

12.2

2.9

0.7

3.87

1.01

-0.84

0.36

5

447

29.5

41.2

19.5

6.9

2.9

4.11

1.13

-1.30

0.88

43

410

49.3

28.8

10.7

6.3

4.9

4.50

0.71

-1.59

3.38

7

448

60.3

31.3

7.4

0.4

0.7

4.58

0.70

-2.16

6.14

2

451

67.2

26.6

4.4

0.9

0.9

4.30

0.89

1.56

2.77

9

446

49.6

37.4

8.1

2.9

2.0

3.33

1.29

0.39

0.92

77

374

20.6

30.7

21.7

14.7

12.3

3.70

1.06

0.57

0.27

32

423

25.3

36.2

25.1

10.2

3.3

3.95

1.02

1.00

0.68

73

379

33.2

41.4

15.8

6.3

3.2

3.05

1.33

0.10

1.11

86

366

16.7

23.2

25.4

17.5

17.2
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Appendix T (continued)
Response Percentage
(Extent of Importance)

Item by Factor

Developmental Planning
(Coaching – Part A)
Q6 encouraged me to
identify specific
professional development
goals.
Q12 provided
information about
developmental areas I
needed to address to
move forward
Q19 suggested ways to
address developmental
areas which were barriers
to moving forward.
Q21 discussed my
questions/concerns
regarding level of
competence.
Q24 suggested specific
strategies to accomplish
work objectives.
Q25 encouraged me to
identify developmental
areas I needed to address
to move forward
Q29 suggested specific
strategies for achieving
my career goals.
Q31 encouraged me to
seek out ways to address
developmental areas
which were barriers to
moving forward.
Q39 encouraged me to
prepare for career
advancement.
Mentor Story-telling
(Coaching – Part B)
Q1 shared his/her career
history with me.
Q16 shared work-related
ideas with me.
Q34 shared personal
experiences to provide an
alternative perspective to
my problems.

M

SD

Skew.

Kur.

N/A

n
5

4

3

2

1

3.87

1.05

0.83

0.22

21

431

31.6

37.6

20.4

7.0

3.5

3.80

1.06

0.76

0.01

24

423

28.6

38.8

20.1

9.0

3.5

3.87

0.98

0.82

0.46

38

415

27.7

42.9

20.5

6.3

2.7

3.91

0.93

0.77

0.41

29

426

27.7

44.6

20.0

6.1

1.6

3.76

0.98

0.67

0.09

26

424

22.9

43.4

22.6

8.7

2.4

3.77

1.05

0.72

0.02

35

418

26.8

39.0

22.0

8.6

3.6

3.72

0.98

0.66

0.16

39

414

21.5

42.8

24.9

8.0

2.9

3.67

1.10

0.72

0.03

55

399

24.1

38.6

23.3

8.5

5.5

3.92

0.99

1.02

0.87

32

420

29.3

46.2

15.0

6.4

3.1

3.38

1.09

0.41

0.45

8

447

14.3

36.0

29.1

14.5

6.0

4.16

0.80

0.83

0.63

12

441

37.6

44.7

14.5

2.7

0.5

3.82

0.98

-0.70

0.21

29

425

25.9

41.9

22.8

7.1

2.4
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Response Percentage
(Extent of Importance)

Item by Factor

M

SD

Skew.

Kur.

N/A

n
5

4

3

2

1

Effective Development
Opportunities
(Sponsorship/
Challenging
Assignments/
Protection)
Q9 facilitated access to
4.03 1.06 1.12 0.85
60
390
41.5 32.3 18.5
3.3
4.4
opportunities for
promotion
Q11 helped me to
complete projects/tasks
3.46 1.12 0.36 0.68
57
392
19.1 33.7 25.8 16.6
4.8
that otherwise would have
been difficult to complete
Q22 provided
4.35 0.75 1.03 0.86
15
440
49.5 38.0 10.7
1.6
0.2
opportunities to gain new
knowledge.
Q23 addressed risks that
3.47 1.16 0.45 0.59
67
385
20.3 34.0 24.9 14.3
6.5
could have threatened my
career advancement.
Q35 provided
4.27 0.86 1.09 0.76
28
426
48.4 34.7 12.7
3.8
0.5
opportunities to learn new
skills.
Q36 facilitated access to
3.46 1.24 0.65 0.42
119
329
21.0 35.0 25.5
6.4 12.2
opportunities for lateral
career advancement.
Q41 gave me feedback
4.25 0.84 1.29 2.07
33
421
43.9 42.3
9.7
2.9
1.2
regarding performance in
my current job.
Q44 provided practical
experiences to master
3.97 0.94 0.98 1.10
30
424
30.2 45.8 17.0
4.7
2.4
new skills required to
move forward.
Note: Skew. = Skewness; Kur. = Kurtosis; N/A = Not Applicable; Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 =
Very Important; 3 = Moderately Important; 2 = Slightly Important; 1 = Not At All Important
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Appendix U
Item Differences by Protégé Gender
Item
#

Mean

Item by Factor

Female

Male

KruskalAll

Wallis

Psychosocial Category
Acceptance & Confirmation
Q2 a b
Q8 a

b

Q13 a

b

Q33

encouraged me when I tried new things.

4.43

4.21

4.33

.000

challenged me to pursue high work performance.

4.47

4.36

4.42

.040

expressed confidence in my ability to master new
skills required to move forward.

4.63

4.49

4.57

.016

challenged me to set high goals.

4.20

4.11

4.16

.323

modeled behaviors that I could imitate.

4.26

4.14

4.21

.292

demonstrated work-related attitudes/values with
which I agreed.

4.36

4.23

4.30

.139

modeled what I wanted to become.

4.12

3.89

4.01

.063

acted in ways I respected.

4.45

4.35

4.41

.480

Role Model
Q3

b

Q7 a

b

Q17
Q20

ab

Professional Issue Counseling
Q10

c

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
relationships with supervisors.

3.72

3.41

3.58

.009

Q26

cd

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
conflicts between work and family.

3.08

2.78

2.93

.030

Q27

cd

asked me for suggestions concerning problems
encountered at work.

3.43

3.33

3.38

.409

Q32

cd

discussed questions/concerns regarding my
commitment to advancement.

3.54

3.34

3.44

.032

Q37

cd

encouraged me to talk openly about anxiety that
detracted from my work.

3.06

2.71

2.89

.013
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Item
#
Q43

cd

Mean

Item by Factor

Female

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
relationships with peers.

Male

KruskalAll

Wallis

3.24

3.22

3.23

.822

Relationship Fundamentals
Q15

demonstrated good listening skills in our
conversations.

4.31

4.10

4.21

.012

Q18

conveyed empathy for my concerns and feelings.

4.02

3.72

3.88

.002

Q30

kept the feelings and doubts I shared in strict
confidence.

4.27

3.93

4.11

.002

Q38 a

b

acted in ways that built trust.

4.56

4.43

4.50

.108

Q40 a

b

conveyed respect for me as an individual.

4.64

4.52

4.58

.090

Career Category
Networking
4.16

4.29

.000

Q4

encouraged me to assume responsibilities that
increased my contact with others who could
influence my career advancement.

4.41

ab

Q5

cd

invited me to join him/her for work-related
lunches or dinners.

3.37

3.28

3.33

.661

Q14

helped me expand my professional network.

3.76

3.65

3.70

.370

Q28

gave me projects that increased my contact with
key colleagues.

4.16

3.74

3.95

.000

interacted with me socially outside of work.

2.92

3.17

3.05

.063

Q42

cd

Development Planning
Q6

encouraged me to identify specific professional
development goals.

3.98

3.73

3.86

.007

Q12

provided information about developmental areas I
needed to address to move forward.

3.99

3.58

3.80

.000

Q19

suggested ways to address developmental areas
which were barriers to moving forward.

4.00

3.71

3.86

.001

Q21

discussed my questions/concerns regarding level
of competence.

4.01

3.79

3.90

.004

Q24

suggested specific strategies to accomplish work
objectives.

3.86

3.64

3.76

.035
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Item
#

Mean

Item by Factor

Female

Male

KruskalAll

Wallis

Q25

encouraged me to identify developmental areas I
needed to address to move forward.

3.88

3.63

3.76

.010

Q29

suggested specific strategies for achieving my
career goals.

3.82

3.61

3.72

.021

3.79

3.53

3.67

.013

Q31

encouraged me to seek out ways to address
developmental areas which were barriers to
moving forward.

Q39

encouraged me to prepare for career
advancement.

4.02

3.81

3.92

.013

Mentor Story-telling
(Coaching – Part B)
Q1

shared his/her career history with me.

3.38

3.38

3.38

.931

Q16

shared work-related ideas with me.

4.31

4.00

4.16

.000

Q34

shared personal experiences to provide an
alternative perspective to my problems.

3.89

3.75

3.82

.063

facilitated access to opportunities for promotion.

4.19

3.86

4.03

.001

cd

Effective Development Opportunities
Q9
Q11

cd

helped me to complete projects/tasks that
otherwise would have been difficult to complete.

3.56

3.34

3.46

.053

Q22

ab

provided opportunities to gain new knowledge.

4.48

4.21

4.35

.000

Q23

cd

addressed risks that could have threatened my
career advancement.

3.65

3.28

3.47

.001

Q35

ab

provided opportunities to learn new skills.

4.40

4.13

4.27

.000

Q36

d

facilitated access to opportunities for lateral
career advancement.

3.74

3.16

3.46

.000

Q41

a

gave me feedback regarding performance in my
current job.

4.39

4.10

4.25

.000

provided practical experiences to master new
skills required to move forward.

4.00

3.93

3.96

.475

Q44

Note: N = 453; Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 = Very Important; 3 = Moderately Important; 2 =
Slightly Important; 1 = Not At All Important
a
b
= Top quartile of item means for female protégés; = Top quartile of item means for male protégés;
c
d
= Bottom quartile of item means for female protégés; = bottom quartile of item means for male protégés.
*p < .05
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Appendix V
Item Differences by Mentor Gender
Mean

Item #

Item by Factor

Female

Male

KruskalAll

Wallis

Psychosocial
Acceptance & Confirmation
Q2

encouraged me when I tried new things.

4.33

4.32

4.33

.970

Q8

challenged me to pursue high work
performance.

4.30

4.47

4.42

.021

Q13

expressed confidence in my ability to master
new skills required to move forward.

4.60

4.55

4.56

.407

Q33

challenged me to set high goals.

4.10

4.18

4.16

.099

Role Model
Q3

modeled behaviors that I could imitate.

4.34

4.15

4.20

.242

Q7

demonstrated work-related attitudes/values
with which I agreed.

4.31

4.29

4.30

.964

Q17

modeled what I wanted to become.

4.16

3.95

4.01

.122

Q20

acted in ways I respected.

4.49

4.37

4.41

.386

Professional Issue Counseling
Q10

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
relationships with supervisors.

3.71

3.53

3.58

.203

Q26

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
conflicts between work and family.

3.07

2.89

2.94

.223

Q27

asked me for suggestions concerning
problems encountered at work.

3.43

3.37

3.38

.724

Q32

discussed questions/concerns regarding my
commitment to advancement.

3.41

3.46

3.45

.859

Q37

encouraged me to talk openly about anxiety
that detracted from my work.

3.07

2.82

2.89

.094

Q43

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
relationships with peers.

3.27

3.22

3.23

.587
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Appendix V (continued)
Mean

Item by Factor

Item #

Female

Male

KruskalAll

Wallis

Relationship Fundamentals
Q15

demonstrated good listening skills in our
conversations.

4.32

4.16

4.21

.109

Q18

conveyed empathy for my concerns and
feelings.

4.15

3.76

3.87

.001

Q30

kept the feelings and doubts I shared in strict
confidence.

4.24

4.06

4.11

.299

Q38

acted in ways that built trust.

4.52

4.49

4.50

.800

Q40

conveyed respect for me as an individual.

4.58

4.58

4.58

.800

4.34

4.28

4.30

.412

Q4

encouraged me to assume responsibilities
that increased my contact with others who
could influence my career advancement.

Q5

invited me to join him/her for work-related
lunches or dinners.

3.31

3.33

3.33

.872

Q14

helped me expand my professional network.

3.69

3.70

3.70

.919

Q28

gave me projects that increased my contact
with key colleagues.

4.06

3.91

3.95

.076

Q42

interacted with me socially outside of work.

3.06

3.04

3.05

.919

Career Category
Networking

Development Planning
Q6

encouraged me to identify specific
professional development goals.

3.89

3.86

3.87

.853

Q12

provided information about developmental
areas I needed to address to move forward.

3.87

3.77

3.80

.416

4.02

3.80

3.87

.014

Q19

suggested ways to address developmental
areas which were barriers to moving
forward.

Q21

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
level of competence.

4.05

3.85

3.91

.032
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Appendix V (continued)
Mean

Item by Factor

Item #

Female

Male

KruskalAll

Wallis

Q24

suggested specific strategies to accomplish
work objectives.

3.78

3.75

3.76

.995

Q25

encouraged me to identify developmental
areas I needed to address to move forward.

3.84

3.74

3.77

.358

Q29

suggested specific strategies for achieving
my career goals.

3.77

3.70

3.72

.650

encouraged me to seek out ways to address
developmental areas which were barriers to
moving forward.

3.80

3.62

3.67

.124

Q31

Q39

encouraged me to prepare for career
advancement.

3.87

3.94

3.92

.632

Mentor Story-telling
Q1

shared his/her career history with me.

3.32

3.40

3.38

.598

Q16

shared work-related ideas with me.

4.28

4.11

4.16

.044

Q34

shared personal experiences to provide an
alternative perspective to my problems.

3.81

3.82

3.82

.707

Effective Development Opportunities
Q9

facilitated access to opportunities for
promotion.

4.03

4.04

4.03

.876

helped me to complete projects/tasks that
otherwise would have been difficult to
complete.

3.54

3.42

3.46

.389

Q11
Q22

provided opportunities to gain new
knowledge.

4.41

4.32

4.35

.269

Q23

addressed risks that could have threatened
my career advancement.

3.58

3.43

3.47

.183

Q35

provided opportunities to learn new skills.

4.30

4.25

4.27

.410

Q36

facilitated access to opportunities for lateral
career advancement.

3.60

3.41

3.46

.178

Q41

gave me feedback regarding performance in
my current job.

4.30

4.23

4.25

.389

Q44

provided practical experiences to master
new skills required to move forward.

3.91

3.99

3.97

.566

Note: N = 453; Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 = Very Important; 3 = Moderately Important; 2 =
Slightly Important; 1 = Not At All Important
*p < .05
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Appendix W
Item Differences by Dyad
Dyad
Item
#

Item by Factor

Female Mentor
F. Pro. M. Pro.

Male Mentor
F. Pro. M. Pro.

All

KruskalWallis

Psychosocial Category
Acceptance & Confirmation
encouraged me when I tried
Q2 new things.

4.33

4.25

4.52

4.20

4.33

.000

challenged me to pursue high
Q8 work performance.

4.31

4.29

4.63

4.36

4.42

.000

expressed confidence in my
Q13 ability to master new skills
required to move forward.

4.61

4.50

4.65

4.49

4.57

.121

challenged me to set high
Q33 goals.

4.13

3.88

4.26

4.13

4.16

.103

modeled behaviors that I could
Q3 imitate.

4.34

4.24

4.18

4.14

4.20

.710

demonstrated work-related
Q7 attitudes/values with which I
agreed.

4.33

4.13

4.38

4.24

4.30

.439

modeled what I wanted to
Q17 become.

4.23

3.60

4.01

3.91

4.01

.055

Q20 acted in ways I respected.

4.52

4.29

4.38

4.36

4.40

.440

3.77

3.23

3.68

3.43

3.58

.057

3.10

2.75

3.05

2.87

2.92

.215

Role Model

Professional Issue Counseling
discussed my
Q10 questions/concerns regarding
relationships with supervisors.
discussed my questions/
Q26 concerns regarding conflicts
between work and family.
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Dyad
Item
#

F. Mentor
F.
M.
Pro. Pro.

Item by Factor

Q27 Asked me for suggestions concerning problems 3.42 3.38
encountered at work.
discussed questions/concerns regarding my
3.46 3.07
Q32 commitment to advancement.

M. Mentor
F.
M.
Pro. Pro.

All

KruskalWallis

3.42

3.32

3.38

.904

3.63

3.36

3.44

.099

encouraged me to talk openly about anxiety that
Q37 detracted from my work.

3.12 2.77

3.00

2.71

2.89

.0.87

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
Q43 relationships with peers.

3.26 3.21

3.20

3.22

3.22

.936

demonstrated good listening skills in our
Q15 conversations.

4.36 4.00

4.23

4.12

4.21

.084

conveyed empathy for my concerns and
Q18 feelings.

4.17 3.94

3.87

3.70

3.88

.004

kept the feelings and doubts I shared in strict
Q30 confidence.

4.23 4.25

4.31

3.90

4.11

.013

Q38 acted in ways that built trust.

4.54 4.35

4.57

4.44

4.50

.487

Q40 conveyed respect for me as an individual.

4.62 4.29

4.64

4.55

4.58

.189

Networking
encouraged me to assume responsibilities that
Q4 increased my contact with others who could
influence my career advancement.

4.36 4.19

4.45

4.16

4.29

.005

invited me to join him/her for work-related
Q5 lunches or dinners.

3.38 2.77

3.35

3.32

3.32

.558

Q14 helped me expand my professional network.

3.70 3.56

3.78

3.67

3.70

.802

gave me projects that increased my contact with 4.06 4.00
Q28 key colleagues.

4.23

3.72

3.95

.000

Relationship Fundamentals

Career Category

Q42 interacted with me socially outside of work.
Development Planning

3.09 2.71

2.72

3.21

3.04

.027

encouraged me to identify specific professional
Q6 development goals.
Provided information about developmental
Q12
areas I needed to address to move forward.
suggested ways to address developmental
Q19 areas which were barriers to moving forward.

3.93 3.50

4.03

3.74

3.86

.032

3.94 3.36

4.04

3.59

3.79

.001

4.04 3.87

3.94

3.70

3.86

.009
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Dyad
Item
#

F. Mentor
F.
M.
Pro.
Pro.

Item by Factor

M. Mentor
F.
M.
Pro.
Pro.

All

KruskalWallis

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
Q21 level of competence.

4.03

4.13

3.98

3.76

3.90

.019

suggested specific strategies to accomplish
Q24 work objectives.

3.75

3.88

3.95

3.62

3.75

.052

encouraged me to identify developmental
Q25 areas I needed to address to move forward.

3.87

3.56

3.88

3.63

3.76

.096

suggested specific strategies for achieving my
Q29 career goals.

3.83

3.38

3.80

3.63

3.72

.070

encouraged me to seek out ways to address
Q31 developmental areas which were barriers to
moving forward.

3.82

3.63

3.74

3.53

3.66

.136

encouraged me to prepare for career
Q39 advancement.

3.91

3.50

4.09

3.84

3.91

.046

Q1 shared his/her career history with me.

3.34

3.06

3.37

3.42

3.37

.712

Q16 shared work-related ideas with me.

4.31

4.00

4.27

4.02

4.16

.002

shared personal experiences to provide an
Q34 alternative perspective to my problems.

3.81

3.73

3.93

3.76

3.82

.364

facilitated access to opportunities for
Q9 promotion.

4.04

3.92

4.33

3.86

4.03

.001

helped me to complete projects/tasks that
Q11 otherwise would have been difficult to
complete.

3.53

3.64

3.59

3.32

3.46

.151

provided opportunities to gain new
Q22 knowledge.

4.42

4.29

4.53

4.20

4.35

.002

addressed risks that could have threatened
Q23 my career advancement.

3.64

3.25

3.66

3.28

3.47

.011

Q35 provided opportunities to learn new skills.
facilitated access to opportunities for lateral
Q36 career advancement.

3.66

3.08

3.79

3.17

3.46

.000

3.66

3.08

3.79

3.17

3.46

.000

gave me feedback regarding performance in
Q41 my current job.

4.33

4.00

4.43

4.11

4.25

.001

provided practical experiences to master new
Q44 skills required to move forward.

3.92

3.75

4.04

3.95

3.96

.609

Mentor Story-telling

Effective Development Opportunities

Note: N = 453; Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 = Very Important; 3 = Moderately Important; 2 =
Slightly Important; 1 = Not At All Important; F. Pro = Female Protégé; M. Pro. = Male Protégé
*p < .05
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Appendix X
Item Differences by Protégé’s Mentor Group
Protégés’ Mentor Group

Item
#

Item
One

Female
All

Most

=

One

Kruskal

Male
All

All

-Wallis

Most

Psychosocial Category
Acceptance & Confirmation

Q2

encouraged me when
I tried new things.

4.86

4.36

4.37

4.39

4.13

4.15

4.30

4.33

.038

4.63

4.09

4.50

4.45

4.00

4.33

4.47

4.42

.048

Q8

challenged me to
pursue high work
performance.

expressed confidence
in my ability to master
Q13 new skills required to
move forward.

4.86

4.27

4.73

4.52

4.59

4.41

4.61

4.56

.006

4.25

3.95

4.22

4.17

3.75

4.17

4.19

4.16

.306

challenged me to set

Q33 high goals.
Role Model

Q3

modeled behaviors
that I could imitate.

4.11

4.18

4.29

4.39

3.87

3.82

4.17

4.20

.001

4.44

3.95

4.41

4.32

3.88

4.26

4.32

4.30

.172

Q7

demonstrated workrelated attitudes/
values with which I
agreed.
modeled what I

4.00

4.00

4.24

4.12

3.75

3.62

3.97

4.01

.074

acted in ways I

4.67

4.45

4.49

4.44

3.94

4.34

4.37

4.40

.359

3.25

3.60

3.82

3.68

3.47

3.28

3.49

Q17 wanted to become.
Q20 respected.

Professional Issue Counseling
discussed my
questions/concerns
Q10 regarding
relationships with
supervisors.

3.58

.324

Appendix X (continued)
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Appendix X (continued)
Item
#

Protégés’ Mentor Group
Item
One

Female
All

Most

=

One

Kruskal

Male
All

All

-Wallis

Most

discussed my
questions/concerns
Q26 regarding conflicts
between work and
family.

2.50

3.00

3.20

2.90

2.85

2.77

2.95

2.94

.679

asked me for
suggestions
Q27 concerning problems
encountered at work.

3.29

3.06

3.41

3.50

3.47

3.31

3.32

3.38

.877

discussed
questions/concerns
Q32 regarding my
commitment to
advancement.

3.25

3.67

3.56

3.42

3.33

3.33

3.45

3.44

.803

encouraged me to
talk openly about
Q37 anxiety that detracted
from my work.

1.80

2.94

3.14

3.02

2.67

2.47

2.88

2.89

.065

discussed my
questions/concerns
Q43 regarding
relationships with
peers.

3.33

3.10

3.32

3.28

3.19

2.91

3.33

3.24

.576

demonstrated good
Q15 listening skills in our
conversations.

3.67

4.36

4.29

4.36

4.24

4.05

4.07

4.21

.067

conveyed empathy for
Q18 my concerns and
feelings.

4.38

3.95

4.09

3.99

3.53

3.49

3.79

3.87

.007

kept the feelings and
Q30 doubts I shared in
strict confidence.

4.43

4.19

4.29

4.15

4.13

3.78

4.11

4.12

.300

acted in ways that

4.89

4.60

4.54

4.55

4.59

4.36

4.42

4.50

.212

conveyed respect for

4.56

4.33

4.69

4.65

4.29

4.37

4.62

4.58

.226

Relationship Fundamentals

Q38 built trust.

Q40 me as an individual.

Appendix X (continued)
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Appendix X (continued)
Protégés’ Mentor Group

Item
#

Item

Female
One
All

Most

=

One

Male
All

All
Most

Kruskal
-Wallis

Career Category
Networking
4.50

4.10

4.44

4.28

4.24

4.20

4.30

4.29

.691

Q4

encouraged me to
assume
responsibilities that
increased my contact
with others who could
influence my career
advancement.

4.00

3.10

3.62

3.38

3.07

3.25

3.19

3.32

.322

Q5

invited me to join
him/her for workrelated lunches or
dinners.
helped me expand my

3.38

3.81

3.76

3.75

3.00

3.55

3.78

3.70

.130

gave me projects that

4.20

3.83

4.03

4.11

3.57

3.63

3.95

3.95

.229

3.50

2.90

2.95

3.02

3.43

3.10

3.03

3.04

.865

3.57

3.70

4.14

3.96

4.00

3.51

3.79

3.87

.027

provided information
about developmental
Q12 areas I needed to
address to move
forward.

3.57

3.83

4.00

3.82

4.00

3.52

3.77

3.80

.204

suggested ways to
address
Q19 developmental areas
which were barriers to
moving forward.

4.17

4.00

4.00

3.99

3.47

3.57

3.80

3.87

.015

discussed my
questions/concerns
Q21 regarding level of
competence.

4.00

4.05

4.16

3.90

3.29

3.75

3.89

3.91

.007

Q14 professional network.

Q28 increased my contact
with key colleagues.

interacted with me
Q42 socially outside of
work.
Development Planning

Q6

encouraged me to
identify specific
professional
development goals.
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Item
#

Protégés’ Mentor Group
Item

Female
One
All

Most

=

One

Male
All

All
Most

Kruskal
-Wallis

suggested specific
strategies to
Q24 accomplish work
objectives.

4.00

3.62

3.88

3.85

3.47

3.60

3.69

3.76

.345

encouraged me to
identify
Q25 developmental areas I
needed to address to
move forward.

3.71

3.65

3.89

3.86

3.94

3.61

3.65

3.77

.483

suggested specific
strategies for
Q29 achieving my career
goals.

3.71

3.84

3.82

3.76

3.82

3.57

3.64

3.72

.753

encouraged me to
seek out ways to
address
Q31 developmental areas
which were barriers to
moving forward.

4.00

3.69

3.80

3.75

3.60

3.35

3.64

3.67

.394

encouraged me to
Q39 prepare for career
advancement.

3.57

3.65

4.14

3.95

3.71

3.84

3.89

3.92

.183

shared his/her career
history with me.

3.25

3.00

3.45

3.38

3.75

3.30

3.40

3.38

.652

shared work-related

4.00

4.24

4.34

4.19

4.07

3.97

4.12

4.16

.236

3.33

3.70

3.92

3.95

3.63

3.66

3.78

3.82

.196

Mentor Story-telling

Q1

Q16 ideas with me.

shared personal
experiences to
Q34 provide an alternative
perspective to my
problems.
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Item
#

Protégés’ Mentor Group
Item

Female
One
All

Most

=

One

Male
All

All
Most

Kruskal
-Wallis

Effective Development Opportunities
facilitated access to
opportunities for
promotion.

4.63

4.11

4.25

3.91

3.79

3.88

4.10

4.03

.079

helped me to
complete
projects/tasks that
Q11 otherwise would have
been difficult to
complete.

4.00

3.53

3.54

3.53

3.21

3.18

3.45

3.46

.411

provided opportunities
Q22 to gain new
knowledge.

4.71

4.29

4.59

4.36

4.13

4.16

4.31

4.35

.029

addressed risks that
could have
Q23 threatened my career
advancement.

3.40

3.28

3.89

3.54

3.62

2.90

3.43

3.47

.001

4.43

4.25

4.45

4.27

4.13

4.13

4.24

4.27

.357

facilitated access to
opportunities for
Q36 lateral career
advancement.

3.00

3.18

3.70

3.70

3.57

3.10

3.31

3.46

.034

gave me feedback
regarding
Q41 performance in my
current job.

4.50

3.83

4.50

4.33

3.87

3.95

4.25

4.25

.004

provided practical
experiences to master
Q44 new skills required to
move forward.

4.00

3.60

3.97

4.01

4.06

3.98

3.96

3.97

.859

Q9

provided opportunities

Q35 to learn new skills.

Note: N = 453; Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 = Very Important; 3 = Moderately Important; 2 =
Slightly Important; 1 = Not At All Important
*p < .05
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Appendix Y
Item Differences by Decade of Birth
Item
Item by Factor
#
Psychosocial Category
Acceptance & Confirmation
encouraged me when I
Q2
tried new things.

Decade of Birth
1920

1930

1940

1950

Kruskal

1960

1970

All

-Wallis

3.67

4.16

4.33

4.35

4.35

4.29

4.33

.525

challenged me to pursue
high work performance.

4.00

4.39

4.38

4.46

4.43

4.37

4.42

.940

expressed confidence in
my ability to master new
Q13
skills required to move
forward.

4.00

4.42

4.56

4.52

4.61

4.74

4.56

.246

challenged me to set high
goals.
Role Model
modeled behaviors that I
Q3
could imitate.

4.00

4.06

4.22

4.20

4.13

4.11

4.16

.913

4.50

3.66

4.30

4.25

4.19

4.37

4.20

.107

3.75

4.23

4.23

4.31

4.33

4.32

4.30

.507

modeled what I wanted to
become.

3.33

3.80

4.00

3.99

4.07

4.08

4.01

.718

Q20 acted in ways I respected.
Professional Issue Counseling
discussed my
questions/concerns
Q10
regarding relationships
with supervisors.

4.25

4.24

4.41

4.39

4.43

4.50

4.41

.963

3.00

3.29

3.56

3.63

3.53

3.80

3.58

.431

discussed my
questions/concerns
Q26
regarding conflicts
between work and family.

3.00

2.57

3.02

2.69

3.10

3.35

2.94

.032

Q8

Q33

demonstrated workQ7 related attitudes/values
with which I agreed.
Q17

Appendix Y (continued)
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Item
#

Decade of Birth
Item by Factor

1920

1930

1940

1950

1960

Kruskal
1970

All

-Wallis

asked me for suggestions
Q27 concerning problems
encountered at work.

2.50

3.12

3.37

3.17

3.53

3.88

3.38

.009

discussed
questions/concerns
Q32 regarding my commitment
to advancement.

4.00

3.27

3.63

3.38

3.43

3.58

3.45

.634

encouraged me to talk
Q37 openly about anxiety that
detracted from my work.

4.50

2.64

3.00

2.82

2.91

3.00

2.89

.440

discussed my
questions/concerns
Q43 regarding relationships with
peers.

3.67

3.12

3.32

3.16

3.25

3.36

3.23

.779

3.75

4.25

4.15

4.25

4.24

4.05

4.21

.457

conveyed empathy for my
Q18 concerns and feelings.

4.25

3.81

3.87

3.92

3.84

3.89

3.87

.986

kept the feelings and doubts
Q30 I shared in strict confidence.

4.33

3.57

4.19

4.15

4.17

4.08

4.11

.250

Q38 acted in ways that built trust.

4.50

4.25

4.48

4.50

4.55

4.53

4.50

.801

conveyed respect for me as
Q40 an individual.

4.50

4.52

4.65

4.55

4.60

4.61

4.58

.801

4.33

4.26

4.28

4.20

4.37

4.39

4.30

.739

invited me to join him/her for
Q5 work-related lunches or
dinners.

1.50

2.65

3.02

3.50

3.36

3.53

3.33

.010

helped me expand my
Q14 professional network.

2.33

3.71

3.80

3.63

3.71

3.86

3.70

.160

Relationship Fundamentals
demonstrated good listening
Q15 skills in our conversations.

Career Category
Networking
encouraged me to assume
responsibilities that
Q4 increased my contact with
others who could influence
my career advancement.
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Item
#

Decade of Birth
Item by Factor

1920

1930

1940

1950

1960

Kruskal
1970

All

-Wallis

gave me projects that
Q28 increased my contact with
key colleagues.

3.00

3.67

3.69

4.07

3.99

4.00

3.95

.063

interacted with me socially
Q42 outside of work.

1.00

3.32

3.06

3.06

3.05

2.89

3.05

.583

Development Planning
encouraged me to identify
Q6 specific professional
development goals.

4.00

3.11

3.89

3.83

3.98

4.05

3.87

.015

provided information about
developmental areas I
Q12 needed to address to move
forward.

3.33

3.04

3.78

3.79

3.95

3.89

3.80

.011

suggested ways to address
developmental areas which
Q19 were barriers to moving
forward.

4.00

3.19

3.93

3.80

3.99

4.00

3.87

.031

discussed my
questions/concerns
Q21 regarding level of
competence.

3.33

3.72

3.93

3.88

3.92

4.11

3.91

.249

suggested specific
Q24 strategies to accomplish
work objectives.

3.67

3.40

3.67

3.70

3.93

3.73

3.76

.274

encouraged me to identify
developmental areas I
Q25 needed to address to move
forward.

3.67

3.52

3.67

3.70

3.86

4.00

3.77

.409

suggested specific
Q29 strategies for achieving my
career goals.

3.67

3.63

3.76

3.54

3.87

3.86

3.72

.094

encouraged me to seek out
ways to address
Q31 developmental areas which
were barriers to moving
forward.

3.67

3.27

3.70

3.64

3.70

3.89

3.67

.635

encouraged me to prepare
Q39 for career advancement.

3.33

3.76

3.84

3.83

4.06

3.97

3.92

.426
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Item
#

Decade of Birth
Item by Factor

Mentor Story-telling
shared his/her career history
Q1 with me.

1920

1930

1940

1950

1960

Kruskal
1970

All

-Wallis

1.33

3.27

3.32

3.44

3.34

3.66

3.38

.052

shared work-related ideas
Q16 with me.

3.33

3.83

4.08

4.16

4.24

4.32

4.16

.014

shared personal
experiences to provide an
Q34 alternative perspective to
my problems.

2.75

3.43

3.82

3.76

3.90

4.16

3.82

.015

Effective Development Opportunities
facilitated access to
4.33
Q9 opportunities for promotion.

3.59

4.00

4.08

4.04

4.21

4.03

.434

helped me to complete
projects/tasks that otherwise
Q11 would have been difficult to
complete.

3.00

3.15

3.68

3.48

3.43

3.42

3.46

.369

provided opportunities to
Q22 gain new knowledge.

3.67

4.19

4.42

4.30

4.42

4.35

4.35

.170

addressed risks that could
Q23 have threatened my career
advancement.

3.50

2.96

3.44

3.40

3.56

3.81

3.47

.156

provided opportunities to
Q35 learn new skills.

4.00

3.94

4.25

4.26

4.36

4.29

4.27

.590

facilitated access to
Q36 opportunities for lateral
career advancement.

2.67

3.00

3.64

3.25

3.60

3.83

3.46

.019

gave me feedback regarding
Q41 performance in my current
job.

3.67

3.81

4.27

4.21

4.36

4.34

4.25

.026

provided practical
experiences to master new
Q44 skills required to move
forward.

3.33

3.77

4.00

3.98

3.99

4.00

3.97

.581

Note: N = 453; Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 = Very Important; 3 = Moderately Important; 2 =
Slightly Important; 1 = Not At All Important
*p < .05
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Appendix Z
Item Differences by Mentor to Others
Item
#

Item by Factor

Mentor to Others?
No

Yes

KruskalAll

Wallis

Psychosocial Category
Acceptance & Confirmation
Q2

encouraged me when I tried new things.

4.16

4.33

4.33

.413

Q8

challenged me to pursue high work performance.

4.44

4.42

4.42

.915

Q13

expressed confidence in my ability to master new
skills required to move forward.

4.58

4.56

4.56

.795

Q33

challenged me to set high goals.

4.04

4.17

4.16

.959

Role Model
Q3

modeled behaviors that I could imitate.

3.96

4.22

4.20

.157

Q7

demonstrated work-related attitudes/values with
which I agreed.

4.08

4.31

4.30

.298

Q17

modeled what I wanted to become.

3.84

4.02

4.01

.624

Q20

acted in ways I respected.

4.32

4.41

4.41

.664

Professional Issue Counseling
Q10

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
relationships with supervisors.

3.83

3.56

3.58

.191

Q26

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
conflicts between work and family.

3.15

2.93

2.94

.459

Q27

asked me for suggestions concerning problems
encountered at work.

3.50

3.38

3.38

.835

Q32

discussed questions/concerns regarding my
commitment to advancement.

3.57

3.44

3.45

.513

Q37

encouraged me to talk openly about anxiety that
detracted from my work.

2.94

2.89

2.89

.946

Q43

discussed my questions/concerns regarding
relationships with peers.

3.48

3.22

3.23

.420
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Item
#

Item by Factor

Mentor to Others?
No

Yes

KruskalAll

Wallis

Relationship Fundamentals
Q15

demonstrated good listening skills in our
conversations.

4.23

4.21

4.21

.776

Q18

conveyed empathy for my concerns and feelings.

3.73

3.88

3.87

.550

Q30

kept the feelings and doubts I shared in strict
confidence.

4.26

4.10

4.11

.477

Q38

acted in ways that built trust.

4.52

4.50

4.50

.831

Q40

conveyed respect for me as an individual.

4.58

4.58

4.58

.598

4.32

4.29

4.30

.241

Q4

encouraged me to assume responsibilities that
increased my contact with others who could
influence my career advancement.

Q5

invited me to join him/her for work-related
lunches or dinners.

3.48

3.32

3.33

.518

Q14

helped me expand my professional network.

3.50

3.71

3.70

.534

Q28

gave me projects that increased my contact with
key colleagues.

3.85

3.96

3.95

.751

Q42

interacted with me socially outside of work.

2.95

3.05

3.05

.671

Career Category
Networking

Development Planning
Q6

encouraged me to identify specific professional
development goals.

4.08

3.86

3.87

.207

Q12

provided information about developmental areas I
needed to address to move forward.

3.32

3.83

3.80

.063

Q19

suggested ways to address developmental areas
which were barriers to moving forward.

3.56

3.89

3.87

.086

Q21

discussed my questions/concerns regarding level
of competence.

4.04

3.90

3.91

.523

Q24

suggested specific strategies to accomplish work
objectives.

3.83

3.75

3.76

.639

Q25

encouraged me to identify developmental areas I
needed to address to move forward.

3.68

3.77

3.77

.838
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Item
#

Item by Factor

Mentor to Others?
No

Yes

KruskalAll

Wallis

Q29

suggested specific strategies for achieving my
career goals.

3.50

3.73

3.72

.216

encouraged me to seek out ways to address
developmental areas which were barriers to
moving forward.

3.74

3.67

3.67

.716

Q31
Q39

encouraged me to prepare for career
advancement.

4.18

3.91

3.92

.211

Mentor Story-telling
Q1

shared his/her career history with me.

3.24

3.39

3.38

.541

Q16

shared work-related ideas with me.

4.16

4.16

4.16

.835

Q34

shared personal experiences to provide an
alternative perspective to my problems.

3.96

3.81

3.82

.492

Effective Development Opportunities
Q9

facilitated access to opportunities for promotion.

3.84

4.05

4.03

.696

Q11

helped me to complete projects/tasks that
otherwise would have been difficult to complete.

3.09

3.48

3.46

.055

Q22

provided opportunities to gain new knowledge.

4.32

4.35

4.35

.774

Q23

addressed risks that could have threatened my
career advancement.

3.45

3.47

3.47

.868

Q35

provided opportunities to learn new skills.

4.32

4.26

4.27

.557

Q36

facilitated access to opportunities for lateral
career advancement.

3.56

3.46

3.46

.669

Q41

gave me feedback regarding performance in my
current job.

4.24

4.25

4.25

.782

Q44

provided practical experiences to master new
skills required to move forward.

4.00

3.97

3.97

.972

Note: N = 453; Scale: 5 = Exceptionally Important; 4 = Very Important; 3 = Moderately Important; 2 =
Slightly Important; 1 = Not At All Important
*p < .05
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